3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

[Fred Voagor -Wiadle Valloy ER . LT
Letter 1 ﬂ " ‘_u___/_'_..
From: Paul Vatistas <vatistasi@yahoo.com:> -F ~f G p
To! Frad Yeager <fyeager@placer.ca govs i \o {
Date: B20N02 B:56AM
Subject: Mariis Vallay EIR - E lﬁ_m

7.

| wanted {0 thank you and your team for the presentations that you have made here in Morth Tahoe over
the last two weeks. Thank you also for the copy of the EIR which | am working through.

I have two initizl comments an the EIR which echo my comments during both public meelings. Flease
print out this e-mail and enfer it into the official legal record of cormmants on the EIR. If you have any
cancerns about format, please lat me know as | wish to firlly comply with all requirements for providing
legal comment on the EIR. Please note that | have boo.d mysell o retan a legal copy of this e-mail, bee'd
my Beard, and copied the Taboe World,

My first commant on the process (s that the Cifizens Advisory Commithes is fundamentally fiawed. While
it includes representatives of the land developars and representatives of Truckee, it does not properly
represant the cilizens living on the eastemn slope of Placer County, namely representatives fram the major
areas of Kings Beach and Tahoe City. While it Is highly commendable that the citizens of Truckee who
will be affected by this development are represented, | do not utnderstand why the citzens of Kings Beach 14
in particular (which is actually in Placer County) were nol equally represented. | thonk that further formal
review with a citizens commitee representing the citizens of the eastern slope of Placer County is required
- for example, a sub-committes of NTRAC with addiional community representatives focused solaly an
the Martis Valley issue.

My second commen! relates to the allermnatives examined in the EIR. As | stated &l the maeting on
Monday, our group believes it is imperative that Placer County add anather altarnative which is much
lowier impact, o that the true environmental effects of this plan can be evaluated. The current scenanos
are really variants of the samae plan, rather than bree allematives. The altemative thal we wish to see
evaluated iz ona including:

- v more than 1,000 new residential units in Martis Valley
- o more than one "private play” golf course

- gonservation of all lands within 2 miles of the Tahoe Basin Rim, primariy the 5P| land currently zoned as
TRL,

The logic for this afternative i that our traffic analyzis (and | am working with Richerd to reconcie our
analysis and the EIR figures) - and consideration of water issues (witness the contamination and water
supply fallures in Squew Valley) and air quality issues - all suggest thal the area can only support an
addificnal 1,000 new homes. Mole also that there are already plans for over 2,000 new homes in and
arouwnd Truckea, and tha! bulld out of vacant lots on the Morth Shore will likely add another 2,000 new
homes 1o the North Tehoe area. | would like to see Placer County acknowledge the cumulative impact of
these new projects on the area, rathar than continuing to look at Martis Valley in isofation.

Golf eourses are high users of the water supply, and golf course management and use of fertilissrs
conslistently has a negative impact on the water supply and the environment. The property developers in
Martis "u'alleg,r are currently proposing four new private play goll courses in the area. This number of
courses will have a highly negative impact on the water supply for this part af Flacer County, Truckes,

and utimataly Reno. Ron Far corractly noted on Monday that none of the goif coursas will be open to the
general public in this area (the residents of Flacer County and the residents of Truckee), and hence these
golf courses provide no benefit whalssever to local voting residents, and will cause a huge negative effect
on the water supplly for those rasidants, This is nol accepiable public policy.
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[Fred Yeager - Martis Valley ER Page 2

Siarra Pacific Industrias (SPI) owns a large tract of land immediately adjacent to the Tahoe Basin. The
Tahoe Basin has been recognized nationally and by the Placer County Board of Supervisors as a unigue
areq, and implementation of the TRFA mandate ig evidence of this. TRPA is currently out of compliance
on all its thresholds, including air quality, wood smoke Impact, traffic mpact, and VMT targets. In arderto | 1-4
profect the fake and support TRPA's goals, itis vital to maintain a nalwal fully conserved buffar batween
the Basin and possble development immedialaly adjacent fo the Basin, Our group would theraefore like to
sea the large tract of And owned by SP1 in this area set aside, poszibly as a CA State Park for sxampla.

One edditional fact. During the meeting your colleague in tha green shirt who sat between Richard and
you said publicly that the currently proposed developments lotaled anly 981 units, Hence a maximum
lirmit of 1,000 new homes would not impinge an any currerd plans as you have representad them io local 15
residents. Thus this additional afternative for consideration in the EIR process is highly relevant, and
should be fully evaluated.

Please re-avaiuate the altematives in the EIR to include an evaluation of the cption described abova. | 16
remain available lo answer any guestions on this issue.

Kind regards,
Paul Vatistas

Executive Diractar, Morth Tahoe Conservation Coaléion

Do You Yahoo!?
Sigr-up for Video Highlights of 2002 FIFA Warld Cup

CC: Ted Gaines <tgaines@placer.ca govs, Will Gamer swgamarfplacer ca.govs, Rex

Eloomfield <bloemfield@fcothil.nat=, <rmoorehead@placer.ca.gov=, Charles Levinson

<clevinsof@yahoo.com>
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LETTER 1: PAUL VATISTAS, NORTH TAHOE CONSERVATION COALITION

Response 1-1:

Response 1-2:

Response 1-3:

Response 1-4:

Response 1-5:

Response 1-6:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis) 3.4.3 (Water
Quality), 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of
the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Air quality
impacts associated with the project have been adequately addressed in
Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Water supply usage and water quality impacts of potential future golf
courses were considered in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -73).
The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Sierra Pacific Industries property
within the Plan area is noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response
3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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Latter 2

Patrick Angell
From: Johnston, Bab [rajohnston@ucdavis. edu]
Sent:  Monday, June 24, 2002 4:03 PM

To: (bcombs@ptacer.ca.gav)

Ce: Johnston, Bob; Mooers Thomas (sierawatch@msn.com); Welch Kathy (kwalch@ossitech. com)
Subject: MV Flan Stream WO Polcles and EIR Mitigation Measures

Bil,
Plz consider this as a comment on the DEIR, as well as advice for the Plan revision.

Re. stream setbacks, | checked the Salmon Recavery Plan for the Columbia and Snake basing and its 100° of no
dev, and anather 100" of fimited dev. for all fish-bearing streams. The setbacks are less for ather streams, 24
generally 100° total. [TMDLs being written in Calif. often regulate pollutants in all sireams, including ephemeral
anes, which are mapped and are many.]

Mo pesticides are allowed in the buffers and all pesticide application everywhere is reguiated to prevent runcff
{can't apply when raining or will rain soon). Groundwater paliution is prohibited and so lots on monitoring is 2.2
required. (Il seems like the County ought to require third-party drawing of water samples from test wells downhil
from all golf courses. |

All habitat-forming processes must be kepl or reslored. This means the full stream meander is lefl open and all
floodplaing are left undeveloped. Mo streambank hardening and no siream narrowing, [In some of Callf., logging is| 2.3
requiated to provide for @ range of iemestrial habitat types, including old growth and [ate seral |

(Erosion controls everywhere too, such as no grading in rainy season, siope limits for fogging and development, 24
eveq. requirements, efc.

All stormwater treated. This is expensive. [The clear trand in Calif, WO |5 for the reg boards to require on-site

sapture of about 80°% of all runoff by projects and stormwater separation and treatment for all urbanized areas.]
[The general rule in watershed mgmL is to requine siormwater treatment for all subwatershads that are 25% or 25
more suburban, ]

This is all &t S0CFR2ZE3, Final rule, THKZ000, on Web at GFR and at Nat'l Marine Fisheries Service, NW Office.
gﬂﬁmn Recovery Plan. The bracketed comments are mine and refer to TMOL and ather WO regulatory trends in

o

Bob

Robert A. Johnston

Dept of Env. Science & Policy
University of California

One Shields Ave.

Davis, CA 95616

Fh: 530 5820700

Fx: 530 5820707
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LETTER 2: ROBERT A. JOHNSTON, RESIDENT

Response 2-1:

Response 2-2:

Response 2-3:

Response 2-4:

Policy 6.A.1 of the Placer County General Plan and Policy 9.D.1 of the Martis
Valley Community Plan require the provisions of sensitive habitat buffers
which shall, at a minimum, be measured as follows: 100 feet from the
centerline of perennial streams, 50 feet from centerline of intermittent
streams, and 50 feet from the edge of sensitive habitats to be protected
including riparian zones, wetlands, old growth woodlands, and the habitat
of rare, threatened or endangered species. This comment will be forwarded
to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as pages 4.7-37 to -44 of
the Draft EIR for a discussion of operational impacts from the use of
pesticides. The Martis Valley Community Plan contains an implementation
measure (15) that requires Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be
implemented with every development project in the Martis Valley. Also refer
to Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a — ¢ (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft
EIR) which require best management practices (BMPs), Chemical
Application Management Programs (CHAMPs), water quality monitoring
programs, and other such mechanisms to prevent water quality impacts
associated with golf courses. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 2-1 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). This comment will be forwarded to the
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

Both the Placer County General Plan and the proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan update contain policies regulating grading activities to
prevent erosion and requiring revegetation and other stabilization
techniques on disturbed slopes. Policy 6.A.4 of the Placer County General
Plan and Policy 9.D.4 of the Martis Valley Community Plan requires public
and private developments to use design, construction, and maintenance
techniques that ensure development near a creek will not cause or worsen
natural hazards (such as erosion, sedimentation, flooding or water pollution)
and include erosion and sediment control practices. Policy 6.A.8 of the
Placer County General Plan and Policy 9.D.8 of the Martis Valley Community
Plan requires project proponents to restore stream environment zone that
have been previously been modified by channelization, fill, or other human
activity, the County through Ilandscaping, revegetation, or similar
stabilization techniques as a part of development activities. Policy 9.D.70f
the Martis Valley Community Plan prohibits grading activities during the rainy
season, unless adequately mitigated, to avoid sedimentation of creeks and
damage to riparian habitat. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
Commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
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Response 2-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Placer County General Plan Policy 9.D.1 (reiterated in the Draft EIR)
regarding concerns relating to stream setbacks. Additionally, mitigation
measures MM 4.7.1b and 4.7.2a include requirements for treating stormwater
runoff. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 2-6: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Letter 3
ER CO

o o
Lon Lawrence oL 1 5 2007 L
Environmental Review Technician f:r-f
Placer County Planning Department FLANNING DEPAHTMEN"
11414 “B™ Ave.
Avburn, CA 95603

We are homeownaers n:.siding on Rancho View Ct,, Truckee and wish to strongly oppose
further development within the Martis Valley. Our property adjoins the “Joerger Ranch” 1.4
property which is now to be part of the Eaglewood development.

It has been so disheartening to see the soul of this valley—the open vistas, the wildlife,
the tranquility—continually disappear. When we first moved into our home, the skies
were brightly lit with stars, undimmed by urban development. Deer, coyote, and other
wildlife frequently passed through our lot. We could sit on our deck and enjoy the peace 32
without the noise of frequent, large gircraft or the demolition of boulders or bulldozers.
Dhaily, these unique attributes that make the Tahoo Truckee basin so special arc
vanishing. Once developed, Martis will never offer its beauty to further generations. Tts
crowded space will no longer provide rest for the eyes.

We implore you 1o seale back existing and future plans for further encroachment to this
beautiful valley, Let the remaining wildlife roam, let our eyes see sage brush and wild

grasses rather than more golf courses and carts. Let our ears hear the wind rush through 3-3
the branches rather than construction vehicles and constant aircrafi. Let our spirits
receive some respite from the pressures that increased development in California has
broughi.
. i
f e /q§3 23 \'}_zp:.n-““—._.. —
Dean and Alvsa Pearson
11175 Rancho View Ci.
Truckee, CA 96160
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LETTER 3: DAN AND ALYSA PEARSON, RESIDENTS

Response 3-1: The commentor notes their opposition to the project but does not raise any
specific issue relating to the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is
necessary.

Response 3-2: Comment noted. The Draft EIR eliminates the environmental effects of the
project.

Response 3-3: Comment noted, no response required. The Draft EIR eliminates the

environmental effects of the project.
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Letter 4
ER CO
qvp‘u DATE u"?‘p
July 18, 2002 RECEIVED
Ms. Lori Lawrence JUL 2 2 200¢
Environmenrt Review Technician i
Placer County Planning Department PLANNING DEFAEITMEM

11414 “B* Avenueg
Aubum, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environment Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Community FPlan
Update, SCH No.; 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrance;

As a resident of Truckee, CA for the past 13 years, | am deeply upsel with the EIR for
the Martis Valley Community Plan. The plan, as | see it, does not give us anything — it 4
just takes away from our quality of life. These Sierra Nevada mountaing, these pristine
creeks, this gentle rolling valley will never, never be the same if this project is allowed o

be developed,

The plan says it will permit an increase of up to 9,220 new homes over a 20-year period
from the existing 2,000 that are now in the Flacer County portion of Martis valley. Have
any of you considersd the impact that these additional homes will have on this peaceful | 4.5
valley? The number of residences in the Truckee region is cumently is around 11,000-
12,000, We're talking about another town. ..and all for the sake of the developars’ dollar.

I would like to offer the following specific comments for your consideration:

1) First, there is insufficient time to review the voluminous data and information, plus
occurring during summer vacations. |t is essential that the members of this | 4-3
community have more time to comment. The comment period must be extended by
an 90 additional days.

2) The altemative analysis presents an insufficient range of development 1o effectively
demaonstrate the potential for reduced impact. An altematives in the range of 2,000
residential units over the 20 year pericd must be considered — that would be double | 4-4
the size of the existing 2,000 homes. Furthermore, this should be stated as a cap on
all future development. This cap should be stated for the cument case as well, as
inappropriate as it is.

3} Traffic impacts to its neighboring community are Inadequately considered. Definite | 4.5
mitigations are not considerad — it is defemed without positive steps.

4) Nowheare in this report do | see mention of the long range — after these 15,000 to
20,000 people have moved here, lived their ives and then depart. Just where are | 4.5
they all going to be buried?

5) As aflyfisherman, | am deeply distressed with the set back requirements for streams
and tributaries. 50 feet from tributaries and 100 feet from Martis Cresk are not far | 4-7
enough. Stream setbacks of at least 300 fest should be evaluated

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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B) And, do we really need an additional 2 golf courses added to five that already exists.
Surely this increase in runoff of fertilizers and chemicals into these waterways will not
be beneficial to the Truckee's wonderful fly fishing sport. And, then why would golf 43
courses be considered open space? Opan space for the golfers, maybe, but not for
habitats that will be destroyed and forever lost. | see absohstely NO argument in
support of building new golf courses.

7) Lake Tahoe is fasl lasing its clarity. While not in the Lake Tahoe watershed, this
area is not that far from this beautiful gem. The entire project, as it stands now, will 4.8
have a negative impact on this lake through increased traffic and “people activity”™ at
the lake, as well as other support infrastructure that will occur in the watershed.

Workforce housing has been given inadequate consideration. The plan must includa
definite policies on how job creation is determined, and how housing is to be provided for
the employees. Consideration must also be given to jobs created outside of the various
projects due to tourism growth. It is insufficient to create a policy alternative of a simply 410
stated, undefined mitigation fea, when such a fee cannot be shown to provide adequate
funding to create the employee affordable housing, especially the cost of land. Housing
should be required on the project site, or attematively on ancther site. The altermate of a
mitigation fee must serve as a disincentive to not providing the actual housing.

&) While not directly an environmental impact comment, the process for development of
this plan iz totally flawed. The plan considers (and unfairly) only the Placer County
portion of the Martis Valley, and the padicipanis on the advisory commitiee were
heavily overbalanced by the development community. What sort of insight and
objectivity would you expect from such a plan. Where was Truckee representation,
and where was the consideration of Truckes impacts 7 The plan suffers from lack of
a regional vision as a starting point, depending instead on the wish list of developers.
Wreng—dead wrong.

411

| could list many more reasons why this development should be questioned. You,
yourself, Ms. Lawrence, should walk through these forests, fish these waters, spot a
mamma deer with her siill spotted fawn, watch for nighttime satellites and falling stars In 412
these stll dark skies. or sip a glass of wine while waiching the alpenglow on the
mountains to realize that once the spade is put into these grounds — Martis Valley will
never be the same.

It is essential that this project go back to ground zero with an adequate process, and a
new DEIR.

Truckee, Ca 95162
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LETTER 4: DIANE YOUNG MCCORMACK, RESIDENT

Response 4-1:

Response 4-2:

Response 4-3:

Response 4-4:

Response 4-5:

Response 4-6:

Response 4-7:

Response 4-8:

Response 4-9:

Response 4-10:

The commentator notes their opposition to the project but does not raise
any specific issue relating to the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is
necessary.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9
(Adequacy of the Public Review Period) on requests that the review period
be extended.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting) and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to
cumulative impacts on traffic in the Plan area and surrounding communities.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Death and
burial/cremation are social issues that are not subject to CEQA. 1t is
unknown where or how families would want to handle funeral arrangements.

The County requires stream setbacks ranging from 100 feet from the
centerline of perennial streams, 50 feet from centerline of intermittent
streams, and 50 feet from the edge of sensitive habitats to be protected
including riparian zones, wetlands, old growth woodlands, and the habitat
of rare, threatened or endangered species. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quallity) and Policy 9.D.1 regarding concerns
relating to setbacks for streams and tributaries. This comment will be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a - c (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of
the Draft EIR) regarding concerns relating to runoff of fertilizers for the
proposed golf course. The Placer County General Plan allows recreational
uses in their Open Space Land Designation and does not differentiate
between public and private.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR
regarding concerns relating to housing. As specifically noted in Master
Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current employees in the North
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Response 4-11:

Response 4-12:

Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe Resort
Association. The results of the survey identify that approximately 89 to 91
percent of area employees reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This
information is consistent with external traffic distribution assumptions in the
Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality and noise analyses for project
traffic effects.

Comment noted. The Draft EIR considered regional environmental impacts
as well as local environmental impacts, including impacts on the Town of
Truckee. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of
the Cumulative Setting) and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR, which discusses
the projects impacts on the Town of Truckee. This comment wil be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted, no response required.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 5

Ef Co
& Dare W,

July 3, 2002
RECEIVED

Lol Lapwrence
Envionmental Review Techniclan
Flacer County Flanning Deparfment

L
s PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, Callfornia 75803

JUL 25 2007

RE: Draft Envirenmental impact Regort for the Proposed Martis Valley
Communtty Plan Update, SCH Mo, 20071072050

Decr ps. Lawrence;

Thank you for the opporfunity 10 comment on the above referencad Flan
Updale and Draft Environmental Impact Report, | am particularky
concerned about the long-termn effects the Proposed Plan will oring to 51
the already problemalic situations that exist in this section of Flacer
County. These are concerning to the cifizens and visitars to the Truckee-
Tahoe Regions: mainly the traffic impact, employes/affordable howsing
impact, water impact, and growth impact.

Traffic is o main concern and a problem for all cifizens and visitons to the
Truckee-Tohoe Region. It appears that there are monies far capital
improvemants to our ransportation problems (ie. purchase of buses), but
there are not any funds for the day to day operation of thase busses. |
urge the County fo require of the new developrenis to help subsidize 52
such costs as salaries for the bus divers in order that the bus services can
be expanded fo a wider schedule and areas. | ako urge you nat 1o
oocept a payvment of an in-lieu fes, unles this fee can and will be used
to pay the bus drivers 1o provide the sxpanded envices that are
desperately needed,

he DEIR doas not take into consideration the day i usage of SR 247 53
and 28 into the Tahos Basing, and how it will maoke traffic conditions on the
Morth Shore worse, This 1§ not oddressed in the Plon,

Ernployves/affordable housing k& another problem impacting our local
aconomy, This Flan does not require construction of affordable housing,
Even if the County "encourages” the second home cwners to rentf to 5.4
resart workers, there will still e a shortoge of employes/affordable
nousing. Therefors, [ urge the County fo follow through and requlre from
the developers to provide emplayee housing, And again | vrge the

RE: Craft Envlrenmental impact Fepaert for the Propossd Mardis Valley Pa. 1
Community Pion Update, 3CH Mo 2001072050
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County not to accept o payment of an in-liew fee, the same as has been
accepted from Infrawest. Consequently, we will again be facing this
problem, unless this fes can and will be used to construct
amployes/affordable housing In the areas needed. This housing musk be 54
strategically located in order that those ving thers will be able (=] Rty
commute to thelr place of employment. [A long distance camimiute: will
nat canfrioute fo the solution of exsting fraffic problems. only add talt.)

There is no analysk of the degradation of fraffic or o quality if employess
must commute from cities such as Reno or Aubum, Moris there even an
estimate of the number of local emplovess who already make similar
cammutes. Likewise, there B no analysis of the infrastructure demands for a5
employess who may live in to-be-constructed employes housing, for
exarmple ot the proposed MNorthsfar Employes Housing proaject. Similary,
ihe County does not calculole the housing demands for construction
wiorkers empioyed in the development of the Froposed Flan.

These impacis are potentially significant and should be evaluated as to
haw they will further degrade troffic service. air quality and habitat and 58
place Increased demand on public senvices.

For exarnple, since our only hospltal ls Tahoe Forest Hospital in Truckes, |
urge o change fo the DEIR fo consider only allowing the amount of
arowth that will not overburden our hospital and put us in stuation were
we will not be able to provide medical care. Curently the Plan provides
for 17,000 people, which would be over four times the curenti full-fime 57
population of Kings Beach. The increase demand on our hospilal, police,
shanff, and fire services naads o ba re-avaluated and the proapar
procedures established to ersure hedlth and safety for resldents and
visitors.

weter supply already seems 1o be a protlem; Truckee resident cumantly
have water rationing. Thisls obviously in direct confradiction of an
availability of leng-term, reliable, and adequate supply of water for the
new developrments. Water hara in the west s relafively scarce. Let's be
ceartain that water it the Martis Valley s not wasted on amenitles such as
pilvate golf courses unless there B sufficient water for all necassary uses
first,

5-8

The DEIR foils to prove that thema is sufficient water supply becauss it falied
lo corsider all plkanned land uses such as landscaping dnd snow making 58
which would generate demand for water, Please provide detalled

RE- Draft Ervircnmental impast Repor for he Proposed Marfis Voliey Pa. 2
Community Plan fpdale, 3CH Hoo 2001072050
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information about the waler demands of these and other potential uses,

Recent newspaper accounts of the effect! of globxal warming {now wiclkely
balieved by baoth the federal govemmeant and scientists to be real] an the
westemn sfates indicates thal snow pack in the Seras will be greatly
reduced In a3 few as 30 years. Since most of the residential and
commerdal water for this region is a result of snowmelt, water should be
cansatved, not wasted on private golf courses which will serve only Q
small percentage of the local population. | urge the County to take a
ong-term view toward land and water use rather than one based on
shart-term economic gdins for developers, There are already five golf
courses, out which fwo are private. How many more exclusive golf
courses do we need?

As one of the many that movad here to escape the "concrate jJungke™, |
uwrge a change to the DEIR to consdar only allowing the amount of
growth that will not reguire Highway 267 and other roads to e expanded
to four lanes.

In addition, bacause the DEIR & 5o long and complicated, | request that
you extend the parod tor commeants until the end of August 2002,
Furthermaore, because of the incomplete studies and/for evaluations of the

5.9
eont'd

510

511

&12

DEIR, | request that the DEIR ba revised and re-circulated.

Sincearaly,

sabing Y. Strauss

P.0. Box 8031

355 Graniibakken REood
Tahoe City, Califormia 24145
Phone [530) 583-2323

Fa (530} J83-8855
grg-sbn@prodigy.net

CC: Rex Bloomifleld
Tahoe World

RE: Draft Ervircnmental Impoct Report for the Proposad Merdis Valley Pg. 3
Carnmanity Flan Update, 5CH MNeas 2001072050
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LETTER 5: SABINA V. STRAUSS, RESIDENT

Response 5-1:

Response 5-2:

Response 5-3:

Response 5-4:
Response 5-5:
Response 5-6:

Response 5-7:

Response 5-8:

Response 5-9:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), 3.4.4 (Water Supply
Effects of the Project) and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft
EIR. As specifically noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where
current employees in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in
2002 by the North Tahoe Resort Association. The results of the survey identify
that approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North
Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with external traffic
distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality
and noise analyses for project traffic effects.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). In Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) mitigation
measure MM 4.1.1a has been revised to require the County to form a CSA or
similar funding mechanism to fund transit services in the Martis Valley.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) as well as Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of
the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 5-1.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 5-1.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 5-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Emergency
services are covered in Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) in the Draft
EIR. In regards to hospital and medical infrastructure, this is not an
environmental issue that is evaluated under CEQA. However, Dave
Bottenmiller, Chief Financial Officer of the Tahoe Forest Hospital, was
contacted to determine potential impacts associated with implementation
of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The Tahoe Forest Hospital is planning
and constructing expansions that will meet existing and future demands,
which includes the population increase associated with the Plan area. The
hospital does not foresee any service issues associated with implementation
of the Martis Valley Community Plan.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding concerns relation to adequate water supply.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality (Table 4.7-4 on
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Response 5-10:

Response 5-11:

Response 5-12:

Page 4.7-55) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to water supply for
landscaping and snowmaking.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding concerns related to the effects of global warming on
water supply availability.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of
the Traffic Impact Analysis), and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis)
regarding concerns relating to the possible expansion of State Route 267
and evaluating the environmental impacts associated with varying amounts
of growth within the Plan area.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The County considers this Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the project and in compliance with CEQA.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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e

fTeuton \y Hus oder .

o |

Sincerely yours,

(Print Name) Liana M T}‘ICUS,
(Print Address)  Y.0. (%4

Togi

il
Re: Draft Envircnmental Impact Report for the Propesed Martis Valley Pg. ‘2--
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003

3.0-282



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 6: LIANA M. Dicus, RESIDENT

Response 6-1:

Response 6-2:

Response 6-3:

Response 6-4:

Response 6-5:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Master Response 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Impacts) regarding concerns relating to the
overdevelopment of the Martis Valley.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Mitigation Measures MM 4.7.2
a - c, (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft EIR) regarding pollution and
water quality.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 6-2.

The Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open
Space Land Desighation and does not differentiate between public and
private. The commentor does not offer a comment on the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor states that the EIR needs to include a thorough analysis on
impacts but does not identify what is inadequate in the Draft EIR. Sections
4.1 through 4.12 of the EIR provide an extensive analysis of the environmental
impacts of the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA. No further response
is necessary.
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DATE
RECEIVED

Aty Lot Taurance

11414 "B A¥a,

Auburn, GA 95603

RE1 DEIR for '.:rn;.me.:ﬂl:.c..rt.h: Velley Flan Updote, SCHP #2001072050
Iear Ke, Tawrenca:

I aypreclate this opporfundty ic corment on the Martls ¥e'ley LEIR-- 7.1
however, T Feel thail much more tiase should be 2" owed for reviar.

Ameng the numerous flawa in the Report, the lradeguacy of the water gupply

for theprojfect 1g peremcunt, Water ilg & preclous commodity ik thilg sewi- 72
arid rart of the eccuntry and tco muck le already being vacted necdlem:zly.
Uohf ecourses are partliculerly disssreeable ir this regard in additisn to
savere pollution problems assoclated with thelr chemical=lzden ruf=off, 2.3

They should never he consldered as cpen space,

I am not at 811 sstlefied that the DETR proves that there ls sufflelent
water supply even ln a good Yenr Icor the whole project, since gll posslble
uges zod esntirgencles have not been addressed, Thils amcunts toc a grosse
undereatimetion of the actual demsnds, This large-scale water withdrawal T4
1a likely to place an undue stress on the balmoe of water @n the sicle
eoasystem In Hartis Valley. (3eepe and sprirgs could he peverly compro=
mlsed az & result.;

In adrditicn to water concerns, the general project descrlpblon doss not
gt all fit with the =mall town community environmert traditionally ef= 7.5
Joyed by resldents of tne area:r the project s a sub-urban menskrosity
In cur own back yard. There hae been lngufflolent dlseussicn of alter-
patives. The traffle impacts »ill be horremdous, The scoclogleal inktegrity

w11l ke corpronised due to reduction of sowdilends, wetlands, gr:-_s-slﬂ.ndaf T8
chaparrel tesulting in extensive paving, amd alr snd water pollutlon.

The prolect will only encourage Turtber urwanled growth In the area. |

It is an altogethar bad plan, amd one wnich would certalinly be rejected 7.7

in the Truckee-Tahos arves 1f it weres an actual balab meugurs,

Agaln I suguest that the public ecovent perled be wdtenied. Thani you.

atephen Harria
FoU. Fox 223

Lruchkes, Ch ?f LED

Letter T R CO
QVP“GE “y,

JUL 31 2007
arvlirpcrrertal Beview Technlolar L L
Flacer CUounty Flannlng Lepi. PLHNN'MG DEPAHTHENT
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LETTER 7: STEPHEN HARRIS, RESIDENT

Response 7-1:

Response 7-2:

Response 7-3:

Response 7-4:

Response 7-5:

Response 7-6:

Response 7-7:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Quality) and
Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR (Hydrology and Water Quality). Specifically,
mitigation measures MM 4.7.2 a — c (Pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44) mitigate the
use of pesticides and require surface water quality control programs for all
projects and Chemical Application Management Plans (CHAMPs) for golf
courses. Regarding the consideration of golf courses as open space, the
Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space
Land Designation.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding concerns relating to the cumulative impact on the
water supply for the entire Martis Valley.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), 3.4.7 Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR, and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor does not raise any specific issue relating
to the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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Listter 8

Dr. Lanny H. Fisk, PhD, RG
PaleoResource Consultants
53125 Elkhorn Boulevard, 4204, Sacramento, CA 95842

Office Phone: 916-339-9594; Mobile/Cell Phone: 916-947-9594
E-mail: Lanny@PaleoResource.com

29 July 2002
GCER

Lori Lawrence o DAEEOW")'
Placer County Planning Departmment RECE IVED >
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603 JUL 2 g 2y

R
— LANNING DEPapTygy

I have reviewed the Martis Valley Community Plan Update Draft EIR (hercimafier DEIR) and offer
the following comments. Overall, I find this DEIR to be quite comprehensive, well writien, and
addressing most environmental impact issues with clarity. 1 specifically commend the Placer County
Planning Department and their consultants for including in this DEIR a discussionofpotentialadverse | g4
impacts to paleontological resources (fossils). Because ofthe confusion created by CEQA including
paleontological resources as a subset of cultural resources, contrary to the intent of CEQA,
paleontological resources are ofien totally overlooked in EIRs. My comments below primarily
address the DEIR section dealing with cultural and paleontological resources.

The Cultural and Paleontological Resources section of the DEIR lacks the clarity found in the
remainder of the document. Perhaps this results from the lack of either a professional palcontologist
or archasalogist an the team that prepared the DEIR. At least, the list of Report Preparers on page | g 5
9,0-1 does not identify either. As a result, the cultural and paleontological sections of the DEIR
could benefit froma thorough editing by a professional paleontologist and a professional archeologist.

The DEIR is inconsistent in ils use of language and terminology in regard to paleontological and
eultural resources. The inconsistencies cause the lack of clarity, create the need for interpretation,
and open the door for possible misinterpretation of what the document is really saying. The
inconsistency begins in the Table of Contents, which gives the title of Section 4.10 as “Cultural
Resources”. However, the title of Section 4.10 on page 4.10-1 is “Cultural and Paleontogical [sic]
Resources”, [Please note that Paleontological is misspelled in the title at the top of each page in this
section.] Throughout the DEIR, it is unclear whether the term cultural resources does or does not | 8-3
include paleontological resources. Some places in the text even refer to archaeological, historical,
paleontological, amd cultural resources, as if cultural resources are scparate from and do not inclde
the first three. These inconsistencies make it difficult to determine what resources are being
addressed. From the conmtext, the term cultural resources appears sometimes to refer to
archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources. However, in other places the context (and
even the title of the section) makes it clear that the term cultural resources does NOT in¢lude
paleontological resources. Although they have many similarities, paleoniological and cultural
resources also have many differences and should not be confused,
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Comments on Martis Valley Cesamanity Plan Updsie DETR
froem D, Lanmy H. Fisk, Faly, RG

29 July 2HI2

page 2 of d

Except for the abnormal and unfortunate inclusion of paleontological resources under the title cultural
resources in CEQA, the term cultural resources usually includes both archacological and historical
resources, but NOT paleontological resources. Thus, your title for Section 4.10 Cultural and
Paleoniological Resources is appropriate and should be continued. This entire section of the DEIR
tizeds to be edited to ensure that usage of these terms is consistent.

54

Mow let me address a few specific items:

1) In the third paragraph on page 4.10-8 the reference to “settled volcanic flows” is unclear. As a
professional geologist and palcontologist 1 have never heard of a “sentled” voleanic flow, nor for that B-5
manner have [ ever heard of an unsettled volcanic flow.

2) The statement in the seventh paragraph on page 4.10-8 (“Within Placer County, there have been
four findings of paleoniological significance.”) is a gross understatement. The University of
California Museum of Palcontology at Berkeley has fossil specimens from seventeen (17) separate
localities in Placer County. Some of these localities have produced hundreds or even thousands of
specimens. In addition, Sierra College has in its paleontological collection fossil specimens from
numerous localities from which the UCMP does not have specimens. To this total must be added
fossils ot other colleges and universities and a dozen or so fossil localities mentioned n reports from
the 17, 8. Geological Survey and California Division of Mines and Geology. Placer County has arich
fosail record which needs to be protected and preserved for fiture generations to study and erjoy,

3) Section 4.10-2 on page 4.10-9 entitled Regulatory Framework does not address regulations
pertaining to paleontological resources, only those pertaining to culiural resources. To be complete, | 8-7
laws protecting fossils should also be reviewed in this section.
4) The first sentence in the second paragraph on page 4.10-11 is incomplete. Perhaps the word “and™ | 8.8
was left off betwesn “significance” and “recommends™.

5) The second paragraph on page 4.10-11 “recommends that prior to approval or implementation
of any major projects, archaeological surveys should be completed.” Should not historical and
paleontological resource surveys also be completed?

6) The last sentence in the fourth full paragraph on page 4.10-12 has one too many potentials. The | g4
first one could and probably should be removed.
7) The first sentence in the first full paragraph on page 4.10-13 does not make sense: “Under the | g 1o
Proposed Land Use Diagram could conflict with existing known cuitural resources...”

B-6

[ am in full agreement with the conclusions in the DEIR regarding the presence of geologic units in
the Martis Valley that have a high potential to bear paleontological resources. Tapplaud Policy 8.A.6
“to gvoid impacts to significant paleontological or cultural resowrces whenever possible.
[inavoidable impacts, whenever possible, shall be reduced to a less than significant level andior
shall be mitigated by extracting maximum recoverable data.” However, nmy professional opinion, | g.42
this lofty policy statement. along with Placer County’s Goal 5.D. (“To identify [and] protect... Placer
County's important...paleontological . sites and their contributing environment.”), will NOT be
achieved with mitigation measure MM 4.10.1. In practice, this mitigation measure provides
inadequate protection for paleontological resources, places an unnecessary financial burden on the
County, and could result in frustrating and costly delays to developers. Let me explain.
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Comments on Mestis ¥ alley Community Flan Updarin DETR
frumn [ Laney B0 Fisk, Phid, RG
20 Juby 2002

page ¥ afd

First, mitigation measure MM 4.10.1 provides inadequate protection for paleontological resources
because it depends on inexperienced personnel to recognize fossils. Most umrained and
inexperienced persons would walk over and never recognize highly significant fossils. Just one
example will illustrate. When PG&E put an 850-mile long natural gas pipeline from Alberta to
Southern California without trained paleontological monitors, not a single fossil was reported. When
that pipeline was “twinned” by putting the same size pipeline parallel with the first and trained
paleontological monitors were present, over 25,000 fossl specimens were discovered and preserved,
including the remains of 14 mammoths and seven tusks! There is no doubt that during construction
of the first pipeline a similar number of fossils were destroyed but never recognized. Alternatively, | g13
some of these fossils werg recognized but not brought to anyone's attention for fear that construction
activities would be suspended. The latter concern results in many fossils being destroyed or reburied
to decay away. And, yes, it happens regularly in Placer County. By not having paleontological
monitors on excavation sites, there is also increased probability that fossils will be taken by
construction workers either for their own collection, to give to family and friends, or to sell. Just last
week a construction worker showed me more than a dozen fossils (petrified wood, fossil leaves, and
stromatolites) that he had collected on a project in Placer County. Rock shops in the Sacramento and
Roseville area are regularly approached by construction workers attempting to sell fossils that they
have collected from construction sites in Placer County. Ifthe County is serious in achieving its goal
of protecting paleontological resources, mitigation measure MM 4.10.1 needs to be changed.

Second, mitigation measture MM 4.10.1 places an unnecessary financial burdenon the County. Under
MM 4.10.1, the County is required to retain a qualified paleontologist to do the assessment, develop | g4
mitigation measures, and remove palcontological resources. Most other lead agencies require these
costs to be born by the project sponsor.

Third, mitigation measure MM 4.10.1 could result in frustrating and costly delays 1o developers.
There are fow things more frustrating o a project sponsor than to have all the personnel and
equipment finally mobilized for a large construction project and then have the job (or even a portion
of it) shut down becanse paleontological (or archaeological) resources are discoversd. Rather than
waiting until paleontological resources are discovered to retama paleontologist to do an assessment
and develop mitigation measures for the protection, recordation, and removal of the paleontological | g 45
resources, | strongly recommend that the standard guidelines developed by the Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology (SYF) for the miligation of construction-related adverse impacts on paleontological
resources be adopted for this and other projects in Placer County. The SVP standard guidelines

a consensus of professional paleontologists in the United States. They have been widely
accepted by both federal (USFS, BLM, NPS, FERC, ete.) and California state agencies (CEC, CPUC,
Caltrans, etc.) with responsibility to protect paleontological resources. A copy of the SVP standard
guidelines are appended to this letter.

Briefly, SVP guidefines require that each project have a paleontological resource impact assessment,
including literature and museum archival reviews and a field survey betore a project begins. Then,
if the assessment concludes that there is a high potential for disturbing significant fossils during | 818
project construction, a mitigation monitoring plan is prepared that includes monitoring by a qualified
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Commesss on Martis Valley Conmuty Plas Upcite DEIR
rom Dir. Lanmy B Fisk, Phid, RG

29 July 2002

page 4 ol d

paleontologist to salvage fossils encountered, identification of any salvaged fossils, determummn of
their significance, and placement of curated fbssil specimens mto & permancnt public museum
collection (such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology at Berkeley). These
mitigation measures ensure that adverse impacts to paleontological resources will be less th_nn 816
significant. Without an impact assessment by a professional paleontologist hefnre a project begins | cont'd
and appropriate mitigation measures during Project construction, adverse impacts to significant
paleontological resources are NOT reduced to a less than significant level as required by CEQA.
Therefore, | strongly recommend that before the Final EIR for this Project is prepared that the SV
etandard guidelines be studied and included.

in, thank you, for the opportunity to participate in the environmental review process for this
*&?ﬁim, Tf you have questions regarding my comments, please feel free to contact me via either
e-mail (Lannyi@PaleoResource.com) or phone {916-339-9504 or 530-885-0696), Tama Placer

County resident concerned that the record of the prehistoric past be protected and preserved for my i

children and my children’s children to enjoy in the future. As the County becomes covered with more

and more concrete and asphalt, our fossil record is being either desiroyed or rendered inaccessible.

Thank you for listening and responding Lo my concerms.

Respectfully,

Lanny H. Fisk, PhD RG

Senior Paleontologist

LHEF/thm

Enclosurs
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION OF ADVERSE IMPACTS
TO NONRENEWABLE PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES:
STANDARD GUIDELINES

Sociefy of Vertebrate Paleontology
Conformable Impact Mitigation Guidelines Committee
Robert E. Reynolds, Chairman

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology News Bulletin Number 163, pages 22-17

Febroary 1995

INTRODUCTION

Vertebrate fossils are significant nonrencwable paleontological resources that are afforded
protection by federal, state, and local environmental laws and guidelines. The potential for
destruction or degradation by construction impacts to paleontologic resources on public lands
{federal, state, county, or municipal) and land selected for development under the jurisdiction of
varous governmental planning agencies is tecognized, Protection of paleontologic resources
includes: (a) assessment of the potential for property to contain significant nonrenewable
paleontologic resources which might be directly or indirectly impacted, damaged, or destroyed by
development, and (b) formulation and implementation of measures to mitigate adverse impacts,
including permanent preservation of the site and/or permanent preservation of salvaged materials in
ectablished institutions, Decisions regarding the intensity of the Paleontological Resource lmpact
Mitigation Program (PRIMP) will be made by the Project Paleontologist on the basis of the
paleontologic resources, not on the ability of an applicant to fund the project.

ASSESSMENT OF THE PALEONTOLOGICAL POTENTIAL OF ROCK UNITS

Sedimentary rock units may be described as having (a) high (or unknown) potential for
containing significant nonrenewable paleontologic resources, (b) low potential for containing
nonrenewzble paleontologic resources or (c) undetermined potential.

Tt is extremely important to distinguish between archaeological and paleontological (fossil)
resource sites when defining the sensitivity of rock units. The boundaries of archagological sites
define the areal extent of the resource. Paleontologic sites, however, indicate that the containing
sedimentary rock unit or formation is fossiliferous. The limits of the entire rock formation, both areal
and stratigraphic, therefore define the secope of the paleontologic potential in each case.
Paleontologists can thus develop maps which sugpest sensitive areas and units that are likely to
contain paleontological resources. These maps form the bases for preliminary planning decisions.
Lead agency cvaluation of a project relative to paleontologic sensitivity maps should trigger a
“request for opinion” from a state paleontologic clearing house or an aeeredited institution with an

established palconiological reposilory.
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The determination of a site’s {or rock unit’s) degree of paleontological potential is first
founded on a review of pertinent geological and paleontological literature and on locality records of
specimens deposited in institutions. This preliminary review may suggesi particular areas of known
high potential. If an area of high potential cannot be delimited from the literature search and
specimen records, a surface survey will determine the fossiliferous potential and extent of the
sedimentary units within a specific project. The fiekd survey may extend putside the defined project
to areas where rock units are better exposed. Ifan area is determined to have a high potential for
containing paleontologic resources, a program to mitigate impacts is developed. i areas of high
sensitivity, a pre-excavation survey prior lo excavation is recommended 1o locate surface
concentrations of fossils which might need special salvage methods.

The sensitivity of rock units in which fossils occur may be divided into three operational
categories.

A. HIGH POTENTIAL

Rock units from which vertebrate or significant nvertebrate fossils or significant suites of
plant fossils have been recovered are considered to have a high potential for containing significant
non-renewable fossiliferous resources. These units include, but are not limited to, sedimentary
formations and some volcanic formations which contain significant nonrenewable paleontologic
resources anywhere within their geographical extent, and sedimentary rock units temporally or
lithologically suitable for the preservation of fossils. Sensitivity comprises both (a) the potential for
vielding abundant or significant vertebrate fossils or for yielding a few significant fossils, large or
small, vertebrate, invertehrate, or hotanical. and (b) the importance of recoverad evidence for new
and significant taxonomic, phylogenetic, ecologic, or stratigraphic data. Areas which contain
potentially datable organic remamns older than Recent, including deposits associated with nests or
middens, and areas which may contain pew vertcbrate deposits, traces, or trackways are also
classified as significant.

B. UNDETERMINED POTENTIAL

Specific areas underlain by sedimentary rock units for which little information is available are
considered to have undetermined fossiliferous potentials. Field surveys by a qualified vertebrate
paleaniologist to specifically determine the potentials of the rock unis are required before programs
of fmpact mitigation for such areas may be developed.

C. LOW POTENTIAL

Reports in the paleontological literature or field surveys by a qualified vertebrate
paleontologist may allow determination that some areas or units have low potentials for yielding
significant fossils. Such units will be poorly represented by specimens in institutional collections.
These deposits generally will not require protection or salvage operations.
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MEASURES TO MITIGATE ADVERSE IMPACTS
RESULTING FROM DEVELOPMENT

Messures for adequate protection or salvage of significant nonrencwable paleontologic
resources are applied to areas determined to have a high potential for containing significant fossils.
Specific mitigation measures generally need not be developed for arcas of low paleontological
potential. Developers and contractors should be made aware, however, that it is necessary 10 contact
a qualified paleontologist if fossils are unearthed in the course of excavation. The paleontologist will
then salvage the fossils and assess the necessity for further mitigation measures, if applicable,

A, AREAS OF HIGH POTENTTAL

In areas determined to have a high potential for significant paleontologic resources, an
adequate program for mitigating the impact of development should include:
1. a preliminary survey and surface salvage prior to construction;
2. monitering and salvage during excavation:
3. preparation, including screen washing to recover small specimens (if applicable), and specimen
preparation to a point of stabilization and identification;
4. identification, cataloging, curation, and storage; and
5. a final report of the finds and their significance, after all operations are complete.

All phases of mitigation are supervised by a professional paleontologist who maintains the
necessary paleoniologic collecting permits and repository agreements. The Lead Agency assures
comphiance with the measures developed to mitigate impacts of excavation during the initial
assessment, To assure compliance with the start of the project, a statement that confirms the site’s
potential sensitivity, confirms the repository agreement with an established institution, and describes
the program for impact mitigation, should be deposited with the Lead Agency and contractors before
work begins. The program will be reviewed and accepted by the Lead Agency’s designated
vertebrate paleontologist. If a mitigation program iz initiated early during the course of project
planning, construction delays due to paleontologic salvage activitics can be minimized or avoided.

RECOMMENDED GENERAL GUIDELINES
These guidelines are designed to apply to areas of high paleontologic potential
A. ASSESSMENT BEFORE CONSTRUCTION STARTS

Preconstruction assessment will develop an adequate program of mitigation. Thismay include
a field survey to delimit the specific boundaries of sensitive arcas and pre-excavation meetings with
contractors and developers. In some cases it may be necessary to conduct field surveys andior a
salvage program prior to grading to prevent damage to known resources and 1o avoid delays to
construction schedules. Such a program may involve surface coflection and/or guarry cxcayaliomns.
A review of the initial assessment and proposed mitigation program by the Lead Agency before
aperations begin will confirm the adeguacy of the proposed program.
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B. ADEQUATE MONITORING

An excavation project will retain 2 qualified project paleontologist. In areas of known high
potential, the project paleontologist may designate a paleontologic monitor to be preseat during
100% of the earth-moving activities. 1f, after 50% of the grading is completed, it can be
demonstrated that the level of monitoring should be reduced, the project paleoniologist may so amend

the mitigation program.

Paleontologists who monitor excavations must be qualified and expericneced in salvaging
fossils and authorized to divert equipment temporarily whils removing fossils. They should be
properly equipped with tools and supplies to allow rapid remaoval of specimens.

Provision should be made for additional assistants to monitor or help in removing large or
abundant fossils to reduce potential delays to excavation schedules. If many pieces. of heavy
equipment are in use simultaneously but at diverse locations, each location may be individually
monitored.

C. MACROFOSSIL SALVAGE

Many specimens recovered from paleontological excavations are easily visible to the eye and
large enough to be easily recognized and removed. Some may be fragile and require hardening before
moving. Others may require encasing within a plaster jacket for later preparation and conservation
in a lsboratory. Occasionally specimens encompass all or much ofa skeleton and will require moving
gither as a whole or in blocks for eventual preparation. Such specimens require time to excavale and
strengthen before removal and the patience and understanding of the contractor to recover the
specimens properly. It is thus important that the contractors and developers are fully aware of the
importance and fragility of fossils for their recovery to be undertaken with the optimum chances of
successful extraction. The monitor must be empowered to temporarily halt or redirect the excavation
cquipment away from the fossils to be salvaged.

D. MICROFOSSIL SALVAGE

Many significant vertebrate fossils (¢.g., small mammal, bird, reptile, or fish remains) are too
<mall to be visible within the sedimentary matrix. Finc-grained sedimentary horizons and paleosols
mwost often contain such fossils, They are recovered through concentration by scresn washing, Ifthe
sediments are fossiliferous, bulk samples are taken for later processing to recover any fossils. An
adequate sample comprises 12 cubic meters (6,000 1bs or 2,500 kg) of matrix for cach site horizon
or paleosol, or as determined by the supervising paleontologist. The uniqueness of the recovered
finssils may dictate salvage of larger amounts. To avoid constrectiondelays, samples of matrix should
be removed from the site and processed elsewhere.

E. PRESERVATION OF SAMPLES

Oriented samples must be preserved for paleomagnetic analysis. Samples of fine matrices
should be obtained and stored for pollen analysis. Other matrix samples may be retained with the
samples for potential analysis by later workers, for clast source analysis. as 8 witness to the source
rock unit and possibly for procedures that are not yet envisioned.
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F. PREPARATION

Recovered specimens are prepared for identifiegtion (not exhibition) and stabilized.
Sedimentary matrix with microfossils is screen washed and sorted to identify the contained fossils.
Removal of excess matrix during the preparation process reduces storage space.

G. IDENTIFICATION

Specimens are identified by competent qualified specialists to a point of maximum specificity.
Ideally, identification is of individual specimens to element, genus, and species. Batch identification
and batch numbering (e.g., “mammals, 75 specimens™) should ke avoided.

H. ANALYSIS

$pecimens may be analyzed by stratigraphic occurrence, and by size, taxa, or laphonomic
conditions. This resulis in a faunal list, a stratigraphic distribution of taxa, or evolutionary,
ecological, or depositional deductions.

L STORAGE

Adequate storage in & recognized repository institution for the recovered specimens is an
essential goal of the program. Specimens will be cataloged and a complete list will be prepared of
specimens introduced into the collections of a repository by the curator of the museum or university.
Adequate storage includes curation of individual specimens into the collections of a recognized,
nonprofit paleontologic specimen repository with a permanent curator, such as a museum or a
university. A complete set of field notes, geologic maps, and stratigraphic sections accompany the
fossil collections. Specimens are stored in a fashion that allows retrieval of specific, individual
specimens by researchers in the future.

J. 8ITE PROTECTION

In exceptional instances the process of construction may reveal a fossil occurrence of such
importance that salvage or removal is unacceptable to all concerned parties. Insuch cases, the design
concept may be modified to protect and exhibit the occurrence with the project’s design, ¢.g., as an
exhibit in a basement mall. Under such circumstances, the site may be declared and dedicated asa
protected resource of public value. Associated fragments recovered from such a site will be placed
in an approved institutional repository.

K. FINAL REPORT

A report is prepared by the project paleontologist inchuding a summary of the field and
laboratory methods, site geology and stratigraphy, faunal list, and a brief statement o fthe significance
and relationship of the site to similar fossil localities. A complete set of field notes, geological maps,
stratigraphic sections, and a list of identified specimens accompany the report. The report is finalized
only after all aspects of the program are completed. The Final Report together with its accompanying
doeuments constitute the goals of a mitigation project. Full copies of the Final Report are deposited

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-294



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

with the Lead Agency and the repository institution.
L. COMPLIANCE

The Lead Agency assures compliance with measures to protect fossil resources from the
beginning of the project by:

1. requesting an assessment and program for impact mitigation which includes salvage and
protection during the initial planning phases;

2. by arranging for recovered specimens to be housed in an institutional paleontologic repository;
and

3. by requiring the Final Report.

The supervising paleontologist is responsible for:
1. assessment and development of the program for impact mitigation during initial planning phases;
2. the repository agreement;
3. the adequacy and execution of the mitigation measures; and
4. the Final Report.

Acceptance of the Final Report for the project by the Lead Agency signifies completion _u:rf
the program of mitigation for the project. Review of the Final Report by a vertebrate paleontologist
designated by the Lead Agency will establish the effectiveness of the program and adequacy of the

report. Inadequate performances in either field comprise noncompliance, and may restlt in the Lead
Agency removing the paleontologist from its list of qualified consultants.
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DEFINITIONS

A QUALIFIED VERTEBRATE PALEONTOLOGIST is a practicing scientist who is
recognized in the paleontologic community and is proficient in vertebrate paleontology, as
demonstrated by:

1. institutional affiliations or appropriate credentials;

2. shility to recognize and recover vertebrate fossils in the field:
3. local geological and biostratigraphic expertise;

4. proficiency in identifying vertebrate fossils; and

5. publications in scientific journals,

APALFONTOLOGICAL REPOSITORY isa publicly supported, not-for-profit museum
or university employing a permanent curator responsible for paleontological records and materials,
Such an institution assigns aceession and catalog numbers to individual specimens which are stored
and conserved to ensure their preservation under adequate security and climate control. The
repository will also retain site lists of recovered specimens, and any associated field notes, maps,
diagrams, or associated data. [t makes its collections of cataloged specimens available to rescarchers,

SIGKIFICANT NONRENEWABLE PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES are fossilsand
fossiliferous deposits here restricted to vertebrate fossils and their taphonomic and associated
environmental indicators. This definition excludes invertebrate or botanical fossils except when
present within 2 given vertebrate assemblage. Certain plant and invertebrate fossils or assemblages
may be defined as significant by a project paleontologist, local paleontologist, specialists, or special
interest groups, or by Lead Agencies or local governments.

A SIGNIFICANT FOSSILIFEROUS DEPOSIT is a rock unit or formation which contains
significant nonrenewable paleontologic resources, here defined as comprising one or more identifiable
vertebrate fossils, large or small, and any associated invertebrate and plant foasils, traces and other
data that provide taphonomie, taxonomic, phylogenetic, ecologie, and stratigraphic information
(ichnites and trace fossils generated by vertebrate animals, e.g., trackways, or nests and middens
which provide datable material and climatic information). Paleontologic resources are considered to
be alder than recorded history and/or older than 5,000 years BP,

A LEAD AGENCY is the apency responsible for addressing impacts to nonrenewable
resources thet a specific project might generate.
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PALEONTOLOGIC POTENTIAL is the potential for the presence of significant
nonrenewable paleontological resources. All sedimentary rocks, some volcanic rocks, and some
metamorphic rocks have potential for the presence of significant nonrenewable paleontologic
resources. Review of available literature may further refine the potential ofeach rock unit, formation,
or facies.

PALEONTOLOGIC SENSITIVITY is determined only after a field survey of the rock unit
in conjunction with a review ofavailable literature and paleontologic locality records. In cases where
o subsurface data are available, sensitivity may be determined by subsurface excavations.

@ 1905, The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology

Conformable Mitigation Committeec Members
Robert E. Reynolds, Chair 220 8. Buena Vista Streef\ Redlands CA 92373. Phone: (90%)

792-3548 or B570; fac: (909) THE-85835.

Larry Agenbroad Department of Geology' Northern Artzona University! Box 60300
Flagstaff AZ 86011. Phone: (602} 523-2379.

William A. Akersten Museum of Natural History' Idaho State University\ F. O. Box
096\ Pocatello 1D 83209, Phone: (208) 236-4151.

Thomas A. Démére Department of Paleontology! Natural History Museum! P. €. Box
13904 San Diego CA 92112, Phone: (619) 232-3821, x232.

Ted Fremd John Day Fossil Beds National Monumentl 420 W. Main\ John Day OR
97845, Phone: (503) 987-2333; fax: (503) 987-2336; e-mail:ted_fremd@nps.gov.

David D. Gillette Division of State History! 300 Rio Grande! Salt Lake City UT 84101.
Phone: (801) 533-3528; fax: (801) 533-3503.

Robert Hunt Vertebrate Paleontologyt W436 Nebraska Hall\ Univ, of Nebraskal Lincoln
NE 68588-0541. Phone: (402) 472-2650; fax: (402) 472-8949; e-mail:rhunt] funl.edu.

Spencer Lucas New Mexico Museum of Natural History! 1801 Mountain Road W
Albuguergue NM 87104, Phone: (505) 841-8837.

David P. Whistler Vertebrate Paleontology\ Natural History Museum) %00 Exposition
Boulevard! Los Angeles CA 90007, Phone: (213) 744-3310.
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Letter 8:

Response 8-1:

Response 8-2:

Response 8-3:

Response 8-4:

Response 8-5:

Response 8-6:

Response 8-7:

Response 8-8:

Response 8-9:

Response 8-10:

Dr. Lanny H. Fisk, Paleo Resource Consultants

The commentor commends the Draft EIR for being comprehensive, well
written, and inclusive of environmental impacts. No response is necessary.

The EIR team did not include a paleontologist or archaeologist. The
information was derived from numerous cultural and paleontological
resources reports prepared for proposed projects in the Martis Valley and
Truckee, as well as information contained in the 1975 Martis Valley General
Plan. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR;
therefore, no further response is necessary.

Comment noted. The FEIR will change the text to reflect the change in

name from Paleontogical to Paleontological. Additionally, the term cultural

resources will not be used to describe paleontological resources.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 8-3.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.10-8 (Paragraph 3), the following text changes are made:
“The Martis Valley area has been under study from universities and
academics from all over the country. The area consists of mostly settled
volcanic flows that have been carved out by glaciation.”

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.10-8 (fifth paragraph), the following text changes are made:
“Within Placer County, there have-been—four are more than thirty

localities where substantial fossil specimens findings of paleontological
significance have been found.”

Comment noted. The Draft EIR considers subsequent impacts on
paleontological resources resulting from implementation of the Martis Valley
Community Plan.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.10-11 (second paragraph), the following text changes are made:
“The Martis Valley General Plan identifies the area as having a rich
cultural significance and recommends that prior to approval or
implemenation of any major projects, archaeological surveys should be

conducted.”

Comment noted. The 1975 Martis Valley General Plan does not specifically
recommend historical and paleontological surveys to be.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
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Response 8-11:

Response 8-12:

Response 8-13:
Response 8-14:
Response 8-15:

Response 8-16:

= Page 4.10-12 (fourth paragraph), the following text changes are made:

“In addition to information provided by the North Central Information
Center, existing documents prepared for the Plan area were reviewed
and utilized. For paleontological resources, geologic mapping for the
Plan area was reviewed for the petential presence if geologic units that
have potential to bear paleontological resources.”

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
= Page 4.10-12 (first paragraph), the following text changes are made:
“Subsequent development Yunder the Proposed Land Use Diagram

could conflict with existing known cultural resources as well as areas
considered culturally sensitive in the Plan area.”

Comment noted. The commentor does not feel that Mitigation Measure MM
4.10.1 will protect paleontological resources and would place unnecessary
financial burden on the County. The commentor is referred to Reponse to
Comment 8-16.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 8-16.
Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 8-16.
Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 8-16.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.10-17 (MM 4.10.1), the following text changes are made:

MM 4.10.1 Fhe County-shallrequire-all-new-development-to-suspend

Placer County
May 2003
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Response 8-17: Comment noted.

EI'.E. IFHE“E it ;.EIH' IEI tage ;I E“_"“EIE E"I Wi ;I'I R EE“.“
then—recommend—to—the —landowner—appropriate
i o f 11 . I e

Prior to commencing construction, the project applicant
shall prepare a mitigation monitoring plan in accordance
with the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines.
The mitigation monitoring plan shall include monitoring by
a qualified paleontologist during construction and a
program for the evaluation of paleontological resources
discovered. If paleontological resources are discovered
during construction, the paleontologist shall be
responsible  for recovery of any fossils discovered,
determining their significance, identification of potential
subsurface investigations based on fossils discovered, and
placing the fossils in a museum collection.

This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Letter 8 240
&R COy,
Q\J*G DATE N7y
: BRECEIVED
At Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician p
Flacer County Planning Dept. juL 2 3 200 L
11414B Ave. F{T
Auburn, Ca.95603 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RE:DRAFT EIR FOR THE PROPOSED MARTIS VALLEY COMMUIITY PLAN
UPDATE

Dear Ms. Lawrence,

My hushand and I have lived in the Ponderosa Palisades subdivision of Truckee for
approx. 30 years and have walked many times each week in the Martis Valley. Recently,
we have noted changes in the streams and algae formations in the Martis Lake. [ have
walked on the “Old Jocrper Property™ many times and noted the lovely strcams and
springs on the property over the years. Since the BLASTING began on phase #2 of the
Lahontan development, one of the main springs has almost totally dried up and the 81
siream out of that spring has gone dry. In the new proposed DEIR for the Martis Yalley, |
could find no mention of how this situation could have been prevented and how you will
keep it from happening again. Could you please answer what preventative measures you
will be taking to prevent this from happening in future projects and what guarantess you
can give me? WHO [S MONITORING WHAT GOES ON DURING THE
DEVELOPMENT STAGES and who is monitoring the blasting issue?. You definitely
cannot rely on the developers. Will an independent apency be hired to oversee the 0.2
blasting? [f vou rely on the developers, it is like a fox watching over a chicken coop!!
Ome: day, while walking along the streams looking for my lost dog, | noted what appeared
to be Gahnite that had washed down stream from the Lahontan development The stream
was a MESS!!!. | called Lahontan Water quality and they came Lo view the issue. Their 83
representative agreed that this had cccurred but it was too late to rectify the situation as
the damage had already been done. No more utilities should be allowed to run under the
wetlands as this eccurred during the construction of the vault system. This gahnite
appeared to be like liquid cement that had not set up as yet. What type of fines were
involved? This appeared to be an issue that should have required a fine to be paid by
Lahontan as they knew that it was going on and did nothing to rectify the issue, What
guaranice can you give to me that this will not happen again? Now that a main stream -4
has dried up and a spring has been damaged that has kept the area fertile for years, it is
too late to bring it kack but you can certainly do semething in the future to prevent this
from ever happening again!!

We were shocked that the plan denotes a golf course is listed as OPEN SPACE. The
word OPEN means—affording approach, passage or access because of absence or
removal of barriers, restnctions, and ete. unobstrscted 2. Publie; acceszible to all.
SPACE means-—that which is characterized by dimensions extending indefinitely in all 9.5
directions from any given point, and within which all material bodies are located.2. An
interval or area between or within points or objects. Please iell me how a golf course that
is CLOSED for use by the public or for general use [hiking, walking, ete_Jeould possibly
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qualify as open space. How is it considered OPEN? I definitely request an answer lo this | 95
guestion! ! cont'd
We are in extremely short supply of employee housing for our arca and the plan calls for
developers to provide 50% of the housing for their employees. You also note that a fee
can be paid by the developers to will avoid this situation. [in=lieu-of fec] Where did the
fee go that Lahontan paid to avoid providing employee housing? [ can see no new
housing that went into the area that was paid for from the fee. Please provide me with
details of where the housing was located. Who will oversee in the future what happens 26
when a fee is paid to avoid building employee housing? Will that housing be built within
a short distance of the project or must the employees commute for long distances to get
their affordable homes? Also, the county does not caleulate the housing demands for
construction workers employed in the development of the proposed plan. These impacts,

[ feel , are potentially significant and should be evaluated as to how they will further
degrade traffic service, air quality and habitat and place increased demand on our limited
public services.

Each year, our air quality has worsened especially during the winter months to a point
that it becomes difficult to breathe from the pollution that appears to seftle in the valley
area. What measures will be taken to reduce the pollution in the Martiz Valley: not
increase it? Common sense dictates that with increased growth, the pollution issue will
only worsen. The increase in airport traffic and larger plunes flying in daily only makes
the matter worst. . Since Truckee- Tahoe airport is an uncontrolled airport, very few
pilots are following suggested departure/ arrival routing and the noise impact from the 0.8
increase traflic directly over our homes has greatly increased. What have you done 1o
address this issue in the plan? [ would like an answer!!

The plan reflects that there appears to be an abundance of water in the Martis Valley. 1
would like to know who wene the principal groups that funded the studies for the plan.
What type of study has been done on the quantity and quality of the water? Were 29
hydrologists hired and did a group other than those hired by the developers complete the
study and who paid for the studies?

Lastly, 1have attended many meetings and asked if the proposed road between Northstar
and Lahotan[ former Siller Brothers property] would be used for Biking'hiking/ walking
and was told in a public meeting that Yes, the roads would be open to the public 1o be
used for the above plus a shuttle bus would run between the 2 areas. Why, suddenly in
the DEIR, has this been changed to Low Density Housing? This is at the East end of the
Siller Property. That area kas been used by so many for years to walk and the paths are
well marked. Why are we being told one thing by you and then we read a totally different
version in the DEIR? How can a person have any confidence in any public official
again?

In addition, becanse the DEIR is so long and complicated, I request that you extend the
period for comments until the end of August. Furthermore, because of the inadequacy of | 8-11
the DEIR, | request that the DEIR be revised and recirculated.

Sincerely, o o D, o ':—';—!4?“--:4

Ellen M., Hyatt
11330 Skyline Ct.
Truckes, Calif. 96161

a7
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LETTER 9: ELLEN M. HYATT, RESIDENT

Response 9-1:

Response 9-2:

Response 9-3:

Response 9-4:

Response 9-5:

Response 9-6:

Response 9-7:

Response 9-8:

Response 9-9:

The commentor is referred to Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 4.8
(Geology and Soils), and 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR, which
include an analysis of environmental impacts associated with construction
of new projects in the Martis Valley. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Response to Comment K-6.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 9-1.

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open
Space Land Desighation and does not differentiate between public and
private.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Policies and Mitigation
Measures contained within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment), of
the Draft EIR. As specifically noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey
regarding where current employees in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside
was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe Resort Association. The results of
the survey identify that approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees
reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with
external traffic distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis
of the air quality and noise analyses for project traffic effects.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.6 (Air
Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Consideration of the environmental effects of the Airport expansion were
considered in Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), and
4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is also referred to mitigation
measures MM. 4.5.4a and b on Page 4.5-32 of the Draft EIR. It should be
noted that the Truckee-Tahoe Airport is predominately located outside of
Placer County and within Nevada County and Truckee. Additionally, the
Truckee-Tahoe Airport District operates and maintains the airport.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as and Section 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quallity) of the Draft EIR for an in-depth discussion of
water supply, the relationship between ground and surface water, and
water quality. As stated in the text, numerous studies have been conducted
to determine the available water supply, including the Ground Water
Availability in the Martis Valley Ground Water Basin study and report by
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Nimbus Engineers, which was commissioned by the Placer County Water
Agency.

Response 9-10: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3.
Response 9-11: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the

Review Period). County considers this Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for the purposes of CEQA
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31 July 2002 RECEIVED
Lori Lawrence AUG 02 002
Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue
Aubur, CA 95603 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Re: Comments on the Martis Valley Community Plan Update Draft Environmental Impaet Report

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity 10 provide comments on the DEIR that has been prepared for the current
iteration of the Martis Palley Compiumity Plan. As someone who represents the constiency of sport anglers,
it strikes me that the document is inadequate — woefully se — with regard to analysis of Plan-related impacis 1041
to the ecological health of Martis Creek Reservoir and its tributaries, and, more particularly, with regard to
analysis of Plan-ralated impacts to the impoundment's wild-trout sportfishery and Lahontan trout population (a
species listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act),

Why Martis Creek Heservoir Needs Protection

Martis Creek Reservoir has the distinction of being the first stillwater desipnated by the Califoenia Fish
aind Game Cormmmission for Wild Trowl management. Only a handful of lakes in Califomia have been awarded
the Wild Trout designation. By conferring this status on Martis Creek Reservoir more then two decades ago,
the state recognized the lake's significance as a sportfishery, and has subsequently applied to it special
regulations intended to enhance the angling experience. Given the impoundment's central location within the
TruckeeTahoe region, it undoubtedly will become even more important among vacetioners and residents & a
recreational resource. Indeed, the current draft of the Aartis Falley Commuity Plan presents several policies
specifically intended to protect Martis Creek Reservoir and its trout.

Martis Creek Reservoir and its primary tributary, Martis Creak, also provide a number of other beneficial
uszs aside from recreation. These beneficial uses have been identified in the Warer Quality Conirof Plan for
the Lohonfan Region, adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, and include: Cold
Freshwater Habitat; Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species; Spawning, Reproduction, and Development;
Wildlife Habitat; and Migration of Aquatic Organisms.

10-2

Water Quality Impacis

The DEIR notes the Martis Creek watershed includes "approximately 46 miles of channels that drain an
arca approzimately 3%.6 square miles in size.” Virtually all of the developable land depicted in the Mareis
Falley Community Plan lies within this region and is upstream of Martis Creek Reservoir, Yel the DEIR
presenils, at best, a cursory and incomplete analysis of the harmful effects of future development on the lake 10-3
and its tributary streams. In essence, the DETR draws conclusions regarding significance of patential impacrs
without having the data necessary to support these conclusions. The final EIR should therefore explicitly
include the following items:

I Current water quality conditions, and (if possible) historical trends in these conditions, for Martis Creek | qp.4
Reservoir and its tributanes.
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Cennmrenits on MPCP DEIR
31 July 2002
Page 2

2. Water quality parameters necessary for protecting the ecological health of Martis Lake, using trout as
the primary indicator species, These parameters should consist not only of chemical components, but also,
given the inherent complexity of lacustrine environments, biclogical components such as aquatic flora
(phyioplankion, algae, other vegetation) and macroinveriehrate populations.

Pease recognize that water quality standards now inuse by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Contral
Board for Martia Creck are, in peneral, considerably less stringent than those applied by the board to other
streams along the Truckes River. As explained in chapier 4 of the Warer Qualine Comtral Plan for the
Lahonian Region, the Martis Creek standards were developed to fake into consideration discharge from the
wastewater treatment plant operated by the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency, which is located downstream 10-5
from Martis Creek Reservolr. These standards may disregard, inadvertently, the beneficial uses provided by
the reservoir and its tributaries, and given their probable laxity could be contributing to eutrophication of the
reservoir and loss of the reservoir's sportfishery. For example, water gquality dota collected under the Chemical
Application Management Plan for the Lahontan golf course indicates potentially harmful levels of biostimuo-
[atory nutrients are flowing through and possibly from that residential subdivision, vet these lkevels often fall
within the limits defined for the stream by the LRWOQCB. The FEIR should specifically discuss the adequacy
of the LRWQCE's Martis Creek water quality standards and present if mecessary alternative standards that will
in fact pratect the impoundment's fish,

3. Quantification of the relationship between land devalopment within the watershed and water quality
parameters, Such modeling, which can help assess the eifect of Plan-related land development on the health of | 40
Martis Creck Reservoir, is certainly within the capability of analytical techniques employed by the planning
profession.

4, Cruantification of the extent o which BMPs amd other mitigation measures will reduce the influx of
Plan-related pollutants into Martis Creek Reservoir and its tributaries. The DEIR states that its mitigation
meagures will radwee to below-significant levels potential water quality impacts that derive from construction
activities, from post-construction land use, from stormwaler drainsge, and from movement of groundwater
through the upper aquifer. Yet nowhere does the DEIR attempt to quantify or otherwise justify this conclusion.
And although one can assume that BMPs and ather mitigation measures may reduce to below significant
levels the waler-quality impacis that derive from a particular development project, entirely ignored in the 10-7
DEIR is the cumulative effect of these (presumably) less-than-significant impacts — which, in sum, could
become considerable — on Martis Creek Reservoir, its tributaries, and trout.

Accordingly, the FEIR should examineg, on a developmeni-area by development-area and tributary by
tributary basis, the effect of Plan implementation and mitigation on biologically-related water quality
parameters, and it should then total thess impacts, even if they're individually less than significant, into an
estimate of cumulative impact 1o Martis Creek Reservoir and its fish. Doing so will not only provide a
relatively complete analysis of the issue in question, it can assist policy makers in modifying the Martis Faflew
Community Plars to reduce potential water guality and biolegical impacts.

Specific comments regarding Section 4.7 of the DEIR are as follows:

* Papge 4.7-8: The second paragraph states “Cruality of surface waters is generally excellent in the upper
reaches of the Plan area's siream network with few contaminants and nutrients.” ¥et the subsequent discussion
that is intended o support this conclusion focuses solely on fecal coliform and sediment, and ignores nutrients

despite data being available from Plan-area CHAMPs, Army Corps of Engineers samples collected at Martis -8

Craek Reservoir {which, by the way, may be flawed due to questionable reporting stondards), TTSA samples

collected downstream from Martis Creek Reservoir, nd samples collected wpstream by volumeers during
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Comments on MYCF DEIR
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Page 3

Truckee River Snap Shot Day and by the Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory, Please note too that the
LRWOQCE has in fact placed Martis Creek on its "watch list™ for phosphomns loading, The FEIR should present
much more than a partial examination of water quality in Martis Creek Reservoir and its tributaries. Indead, 10-8
the docurnent shoubd (at the very least) identify the exrent o which nutrients are now flowing into the lake and | cont'd
the extent to which the lake can absorb or pass along these nutrients without suffering an increase in its rate of
cutrophication.

* Page 4.7-14: The "Groundwater Quality” section focuses only on drinking water standards, and presents
no discussion or analysis regarding the potential flow of nutrients and other pollutants via the upper aquifer 10-5
inte Martis Creek Reservoir. Please comrect the omission.

+ Page 4.7-17: In Table 4.7-1, please indicate the aguifer (low, middle, upper) which each well's data
represents.

* Page 4.7-21: The seventh paragraph states that “In addition 1o meeting one of the following categories,
the project must be consistent with findings set forth in Chapter 4 as well as LRWCOR Resolution 6-93-08." IF
these findings and this resolution perlain to environmental conditions or impects, please provide the
substantive text of each, and please determine whether the project is indeed consistent with them,

+ Page 4.7-21: The final paragraph nofes the amount of water available for extraction from under Martis
Valley, How much of this amount is contained within the upper aquifer?

Alzo, the FEIR (in this or another section) should explicitly quantify and discuss Plan-related demand for 1042
surface water and upper aquifer proundwater, and exarmine the effect of this demand, if any, on seasonal water
lewels in Martis Creck Reservair and its tributariss.

* Page 4.7-30: The sixth paragraph indicates "approximately 4,300 acres of the Flan area is anticipated to
be substantially disturbed with urban levels of development. ... This estimate does mor take into account
proposed and conceptual ski terrain expansions by Northstar-at-Taloe" [emphasis added]. Why is ski terrain
expansion excluded from the analysis? What would be the effect of this expansion on water quality
parameters, especially those pertaining to nutrients, and thus on the ecological health of Martis Creek
Reservoir?

* Pagre 4.7-36: Mitigation measure M 4.7.1b states that “The County shall require each subsequent
praject clearly identify specific water quality control measures for Plan area waterways during construction
activities. Water quality control features shall demonstrate that the water quality controls will ensuse mo
increase in sediment or other pollutant loads in waterways” [emphasiz added]. This s cemainly a laudable
ohjective, but is it truly attainable, particularly given the extent of development anticipated under the Plan and 10-14
Mantis Valley's sail characteristics and climatic conditions? Alse, what of non-"project” development,
presumably of homes on parcels that are not part of the larger-scale subdivisions for which controls would be
included as a condition of subdivision map, eteetera, approval? Please explain.

* Page 4.7-37; The second paragraph siates that “Implememation of the above policies, implementation
programs and mitigation measures would mitigate construction water quality fmpacts to a less than significant 10-15
level for the Propossd Land Use Diogram and altemnatives AA, AB, and AC." Please justify this otherwise
speculative conclusion.

+ Page 4.7-37: Regarding Impact 4.7.2 (Operational Susface Water Quality Impacts), please describe the
analytical methodology used by the consultant to determine impacts o water gquality for the Proposed Project
and each of its alternatives. Please list all assumptions, including estimates of impermeable developed screage 10-16
(especially paved acreage or its proxy, road miles), applied under this methedology for the Proposed Project
and each of i1s allzrmaives

+ Page 4.7-39: Policy 3.0, presents minimurm habitat buffers of 100 feet from the centerline of perennial

| 10-10

10-11

10-13

sireams, 50 feetl from the centerline of intermitiant sireams, and 50 feet from the edge of sensitive habitar, Are 1017
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Page 4

these minimums, which apparently are applied countywide, adequate for the specific conditions of Martis
Valley? Please explain. 1017

Please also present and justify minirmum habitat buffers for Mastis Creek Regervolr given the proximily to cont'd
the impoundment of the proposed Waddle Ranch development.

* Pape 4.7-42: Mitigation measure b 4.7 2a states "The County shall require that each subsequent
project develop a surfice water guality control program to be incarporated into the project’s storm water
drainage system design.. .. Water quality control features shall demonstrate that the water quality controls will
ensure no increase in sediment oc other pollutant loads in waterways" [emphasis edded). Is such absolute
assurance realistic? And again, what of non-"project” development, presumably of homes on parcels that are
not part of the |arger-scale subdivisions for which controls would be includad as a condition of subdivizion
map, eteetera, approval? Pleass explain,

* Page 4.7-44: The third paragraph indicates CHAMFP water quality monitoring programs will be
implemented "with censideration of the RWCOB water quality objectives for [Martis Creek] at its confluence
[with] the Truckee River." Please recopnize that these standards may be inadequate for protecting Martis
Cresk Reservoir and its tributaries. Note glso that water-quality monitoring under CHAMPS in the LRWQCB 10-1%
regricn 1% the resporsibility of golf course eperators, with no oversight by board staff. To put it simply. the fox
gets to guard the hen house, which is clearly unwize. As Ronald Reagan once advised: trust, but verify.

* Page 4.7-44: The eighth paragraph siates that "lmplementation of the above policies, implementation
programs, and mitigation measures would reduce impacts to surface water quality resulting from urban runoff 10-20
to less than significant levels for the Proposed Land Use Dizgram and alternatives AA through AC." Please
justily this conelusion, which seems based on linle more than peesswork and opinion.

+ Page 4.7-50: The last paragraph states that "Implementation of the above policies, implementation
programs and mitigation measure as well as mitigation measures MM 4.7 2a through e would reduce impacts
to groundwater quality resulling [rom urban runolT 1o less than significant for the Proposed Land Use Diagram | 10-21
and altematives AA, AB, and AC." Please justify this conclusion, particularly with regard to the upper aquifer.

* Page 4,7-55; The "Intersctions Between Groundwater and Surface Water” section should specifically
diseuss the effect of Plan-related groundwater discharge reductions on Martis Creek Reservioir and its
tributaries.

* I’ag:: 4.?-55: How much of the estimated water demand shown in Table 4,7-4 would be supplied by the 10-23
upper aquifer in Martis Valley? (The same question also applies to Tables 4.7-5 through 4.7-7.)

* Page 4,7-60:; Water Supply and Delivery [mplementation Program § states the County "shall work with
water users [in areas of groundwater contamination or overdraft] to investigate methods for shifting 1o reliance | 10-24
on surface water supplies or other appropriaie solufions." Please discuss the implications of this
implementation peogram for Martis Creek Reservoir and its tributaries.

* Page 4.7-62: Mitigation measure Ml 4.7.5 should also ensure that placement of wells avoids
"substantial impacts” o Mantis Creek Reservoir and iis irbutaries, and that "no substantial impact” to surface
waters be defined w0 inchude impacts oot only fo flows, bul to water quality parameters that reflect the
ecological health of the impoundment and feeder streams,

+ The current draft of the AMartiy Falley Community Plan presents design/development standards for
"West Valley Communilies” (see page 43 of the plan document) and for an "East Valley Community” {see
page 51 of the plan document), which from the latter's deseription apparently consists solely of the Triment 1028
ardfor SP1 property sinsated east of Morthstar-at-Tahoe. Ignored, however, are similar designfdevelopment
standards for the Waddle Ranch site, which abuts the east side of Martis Creek Reservoir, Please discuss the
water quality, hydrological, and hiological/fisheries implications of this omission.

10-18

10-22

10-26
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Comments o MVCP DEIR
31 July 2002

Page 5

Biological Impacis

The DEIR is not correct when it states that Lahontan catthroat trout have "a low potential o ecour within
waters in the Plan area” (page 4.9-28), This species (or & hybridized version of it), which is easily identifiable | q0.07
by knowledgeable anglers, has been caught and released numerous times at Martis Creek Reservoir this year
alone.

The DEIR also entirely ignores impacts to rainbow and brown trout now found in Martis Creek Reservoir.
These two species have long been o sizable component of the impoundment's sportfishery, which the Martis
Vaifey Community Plan intends 1o protect, and because Plan-related development may well conflict with staie
resource conservalion goals as embodied by Martis Creek Reservoir's Wild Trout designation, development-
related impacts to these fish should be examined until such time that state and federal agencics decide to
replace browns and rainhows with Lahontan cutthroat trout. For the purposes of the CEQA review process, all
trout species curmently resident in Martis Creek Reservoir should be considered of importance. Doing so would
certainly be consistent with other Truckee/Tahoe-region CEQA documents — see, for example, the DEIR
prepared this past spring by the State Water Resources Control Board for the Farad Diversion Dam
Replacement Project.

Just as critical: The final EIR should explicitly link Plan-related water quality impacts to the: long-term
viability of all trout species extant in Martis Creek Reservoir and its tribatacies,

Furthermaore, the EIR needs to justify the statement, presented on page 4.9-62, that implementation of
proposed Community Plan policies, implementation programs, and mitigation measurcs MM €.9.5a and b,
plus water quality mitigation measures MM 4.7 1a throogh ¢ and MM 4.7.2a through e, would reduce impacts
o Lahontan cutthroat trout resulting from the Proposed Land Use Dingram and Alternatives AA, AB, and AC
to less than significant levels. Without supporting analysis, this conclusion is cenainly questionable and may
well be wrong.

10-28

Mitigation Implementation

The DEIR presents numerous mitigation measures and implementation programs that relate (e water
quality and {io o far lesser extent) Lahontan cutthroat trout, but with regard to the objective of protecting
Martis Creek Reservolr's sportfishery they are fragmentary and tend to provide an indirect benefit only. The 10-29
final ETR should strive to make sense of the jumble by focusing on the nexus between water quality and trout.
To improve its utility to Placer County’s policy makers and planning staff, the FEIR should also at a minimum
do the following:

# Specify a monitoning program to assess, on a long-temm, continuous, and thorough basis, water quality 10:30
parameters — particularly those myvolving nutrients end macroinvertebrate populations — in all of Martis
Creek Reservoir's inbutaries as well as in the impoundment itself,

* |dentify the regulatory/institutional means for monitoring water quality and for mitigating any
significant negative water quality impacts the monitoring program might subsequenily reveal,

At present, the TTSA, ACE, and LRWOQCB (through its CHAMPs) sample water from Martis Creek or
the reservoir, yet no agency is tasked with the responsibility of (a) ensuring that such monitoring is adequate in
geographic breadih, frequency, and the full inclusion of potentially armful pollutants; (b) analyzing this data
with regard to the health of the lake's sportfishery and the quality of fish habitat found upstream; {c] relating 10-21
water quality to land use decisions; and (d) ensuring water quality and bislogical impacts are indeed mitigated
to below significant levels, In essence, wha i 1o be responsible for the health of Martis Creek Reservoir, its
tributaries and its trowd: Placer County? the California Department of Fish and Game? the LRWOCB? the
ACE?T an as-yel-to-be-formed special district? The EIR needs to be specific with regard to this eritical issue.
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+ [dentify financing methods for the above, Because Flan-related impacts to Martis Creek Reservoir and
its tributaries would be on-going, their menitoring and mitigation should be paid through similarly on-going
(rather than one-time) nssessments applied to developed land in the Plan area. Ideally, the EIR should indicate
which agency or agencies would be responsible fior the collection of such assessments and their subsequent 1032
expenditure, note the statutory authority that allows the collection of such assessments, and present the specific
steps by which this financing method would be implermented. There seems to be no compelling reason, fir
example, a5 1o why golf course operators should not pay the LRWQCE 10 have the laner's stafl monitor golf
course-related water quality. And there is certainly no compelling reason as to why new development in Martis
Valley shoukdn't be responsible for the financing of long-tenm monitoring and protection of Martis Creek

Reservoir and its tributaries.

Summation

The Martis Valley Commnity Plan Update DEIR represents a start, but onky a start, al analysis of the
environmental implications of future development allowed in Martis Valley under the Marris Falley
Community Flan, Muich more noeds to be done, particularly with regard 1o cxamining the nexus between water | 10-33
quality impacts and the health of Maris Cresk Reservoir's sportfishery. [ look forward to reviewing a final
report that makes a reasonable atempt at being tharough in its analyses.

One final comment: sans serifl fonts, such &s the particular font wsed in the DEIR, are not as easy to read as
fonts with serifs, and when poorly chosen they needlessly increase page count. Pacific Municipal Consultants
might want to rethink its design standards to create documents that are truly user-friendly.

10-34

Cordially yours,

h

Richard Anderson
Publisher and Editor
Calyforria Fly Fisher magazing
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LETTER 10:

Response 10-1:

Response 10-2:

Response 10-3:

Response 10-4:

Response 10-5:

Response 10-6:

Response 10-7:

Response 10-8:

Response 10-9:

Response 10-10:

Response 10-11:

Response 10-12:

Response 10-13:

RICHARD ANDERSON, CALIFORNIA FLY FISHER MAGAZINE

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

Comment noted. Since no comment regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR or Revised Draft EIR was received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is correct that RWQCB water quality objectives (Table 4.7-2
of the Draft EIR) are specifically related to discharges associated with T-TSA.
The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), which
shows that water quality in Martis Creek has not been substantially impacted
by the development of the Lahontan community, and Response to
Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor states that the water quality data generated by the U.S.
Army Corps may be questionable, but fails to note any specific concerns or
provide any data suggesting that the Corps reports are inadequate. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The data provided in Table 4.7-1 is water quality data associated with the
middle/lower aquifer. The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3
(Water Quality).

This text discussion is associated with the consideration of individual projects
that propose fiing of the 100-year floodplain, rather than a statement
regarding the compliance of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment [-12.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).

As noted in Section 4.0 (Introduction to the Analysis and Assumptions Used),
the Draft EIR takes into account conceptual ski terrain improvements
identified in the “Northstar-at-Tahoe Completing the Vision”. No application
has been submitted for the expansion of the ski terrain area shown in Figure
4.0-1, thus the specific extent of disturbance cannot be quantified.
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Response 10-14:

Response 10-15:

Response 10-16:

Response 10-17:

Response 10-18:

Response 10-19:

Response 10-20:

Response 10-21:

Response 10-22:

Response 10-23:

Response 10-24:

Response 10-25:

However, as described in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) these
conceptual improvements have were considered in the water quality
impact analysis.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality). All
development in the Plan area would be subject to the policies and
performance standards set forth in the Martis Valley Community Plan and
Draft EIR. Given the undeveloped nature and large property ownership of
the Plan area, it is unlikely that individual homesites would be developed
absent submittal for approval of a tentative parcel and/or subdivision map.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The project consists of the adoption of a community plan to regulate land
uses within the Plan area, which consists of approximately 25,000 acres. Thus,
the water quality analysis in the Draft EIR focused on the extent of
disturbance associated intensive development in the Plan area as well as
the typical water quality pollutants that occur with residential, commercial
and recreational development. Extent of acreage anticipated to be
substantially disturbed for each land use map alternative is specifically
noted in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-30 through -73).

Policy 9.D.1 specifically notes that buffers along waterways may need to
larger than set forth in the Policy given specific conditions of land area.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 10-14.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
CHAMP and water quality control measures associated with development
projects are reviewed by the County and the RWQCB as part of project
consideration. Water quality sampling reports associated with the Lahontan
golf course and Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Report are routinely submitted to the
RWQCB.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

Given the geologic separation of the upper and middle/lower aquifers, no
water quality impacts would be expected from increased groundwater
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Response 10-26:

Response 10-27:

Response 10-28:

Response 10-29:

Response 10-30:

Response 10-31:

Response 10-32:

Response 10-33:

Response 10-34:

pumping. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The water quality analysis provided in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water
Quality) of the Draft EIR addresses water quality issues associated with
buildout of the entire Plan area. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39.

Rainbow and brown trout are common fish species in the Sierra Nevadas
and do not meet the definition of a special-status species as defined in the
Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.9-19 and -20). The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Response to Comment K-39.
Mitigation measures 4.9.5a and b provide protection of potential spawning
areas as well as passage within Plan area waterways.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6 and K-39.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality)
regarding modifications to mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a
regarding monitoring.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality)
regarding modifications to mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a
regarding monitoring.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality)
regarding modifications to mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a
regarding monitoring. It is anticipated that this on-going water quality
sampling would be conducted by homeowner associations, private owners,
recreational facility operators and the County for publically maintained
drainage facilities.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Draft EIR are noted. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) 3.4.4 (Water
Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6 and K-39.

The commentor’s statements regarding the font used in the Draft EIR is
noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were
provided, no further response is required.
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Letter 11 dri:¢.7Te kAve YA
7o hox 8L
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Date:_ AUt i 2 Zooz

Attn.: Lori Lawrence ?\'hHE?:ETEEQ }}
Epvimnmema! Review Technician
C Planni
et B e Dot A 520
Aubum, Ca. 95803 L
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence;
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11-3

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pa.
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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LETTER 11: BRIGITTE KANEDA, RESIDENT

Response 11-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project). The commentor is also referred to
Table 4.7-4 on Page 4.7-55 in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of
the Draft EIR.

Response 11-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis), and Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Response 11-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3.
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Letter 12

Comment and recommendation on the Martis Valley Community Plan Update

RC
Draft Environmental Impact Report, Volume 1A »&GEDATEGU*’;»
. AECEIVED
Attn: Lon Lawrence Aungust 4, 2002
Environmental Review Technician atls 0 F 7
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 “B” "
um, CA 95 PLANNING DEPARTMEN

Aubam, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan
Update, SCH No. 2001072050

Submitted by:
Gaylan Larson
P.0 Box 8116

Truckee, Ca 96162
530-582-8682

These commenis concern Section 4.5, Noise,

The Martis Valley Community Plan, May 2002, states in Findings and Condusions
Regarding Noise:

“The existing ambient noise environment in the Martis Valley Comnmanity Plan area can
be generally characterized as being fairly peaceful and quiet,” as confirmed by Bollard &

Brennan Ambient Noise Monitoring Results presented in Table 4.5.1. Daytime average 124
noise levels were measured at 51 to 55 Leq. Nightime average noise levels wers
measured at 37 to 47 Leq.

County staff people seem to be out of phase with the realities of a “fairly peacefil and
quict” rural area. Their recommendations and those from the EIR are equivalent to urban
areas such as Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Chicago. 12.2
These recommendations are to let noise levels go up to 60 db Ldn for residential outdoor
arcas. These recommendations are based upon recommendations made in August of
1992 by the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise,

In the fine print under Table 9-5 of the EIR, “Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure,
Transportation Sources™ it says “Where it is not possible to reduce noise in outdoor
activity areas to 60 Ldn/CNEL or less using a practical application of the best-gvailable
noise reduction measures, an exterior noise level of up to 65 db Lda/CNEL may be 12-3
allowed provided that available exterior noise level reduction measure have been
implemented and interior noise levels are in compliance with this table. This means that
aircraft noise would be allowed at the 65 Ldn level over the entire Martis Valley. This
would drive all residents out and is completely unacceptable.
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It is not appropriate to blindly apply, and even increase the recommendations of the
Federal Interagency Committes on Noise as the plan has done. The FAA and DOD
suggest similar levels of noise as “The level of significance for assessing noise impacts.™
However neither of those agencies differentiates between urban, suburban or rural areas,
123
There are other more suitable agencies to reference for noise limits. cont'd
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA 1995) sugpests that in areas where existing
noise is very low, impact begins when the new noise source levels are less than 50 db.
Mew noise sources at 55 db Ldn in quiet areas are considered Severe Impact.

The US Environmental Protection Agency, 1974 recommended the 55 dB Ldn be the
“level requisite to protect health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety.”

The World Health Organization recommends that daytime outside noise levels should not
exceed 50 db Leq and nighttime outside nodse levels should not exceed 45 db Leq for
residences.

So why is Martis Valley allowing so much more noise? This is more than 10 times the
noise allowed in the Placer County General Plan as shown balow,

According to the EIR, the Placer County General Plan Policy 9.A.6 states “The
feasibility of proposed projects with respect to existing and future transportation noise
levels shall be cvaluated by comparison to table 9-3, Table 9-3 lists Other Residential
{not adjacent to industrial uses) to have a property line Ldn of not more that 50 dB. Also
listed is Placer County General Plan Policy 9.A.8 “New development of noise-sensitive
land uses shall not be permitted in areas exposed to existing or projected levels of noise
from transportation noise sources, mchuding airports, which exceed the levels specified n
table 9-3 (again) which state 50 dB Ldn. Also presented is Placer Connty General Flan
Policy 9.A.9 “Moise created by new transportation noise sources. Inchuding roadway
improvement projects shall be mitigated so as not to exceed the levels specified in Table
0.3 {again) at outdoor activity areas or interior spaces of existing noise-zensitive land
uSes.

124

It appears that new policies have been implemented that will make Martis Valley a much o
noisier place for homes and the “fairy peacefil and quiet™ atmosphere will be destroyed.

New Policy for Martis Valley: Policy 10.A.6 “Noise created by new transporiation noise
sources, meluding roadway improvement projects, shall be mitigated so as not to exceed
levels specified in table 10-3 at outdoor activity areas or interior spaces of existing noise-
gensitive land uses™ Table 10-3 allows 60 dB Ldn for Residential nses. And again in the 128
fine print below the table it ﬂys%ilismﬁpuﬂiblctumdxmenuis& in outdoor
setivity areas to 60 Ldn/CNEL or less using a practical application of the best-available
noise reduction measures, an exterior noise level of up to 65 db Ldn/CNEL may be
allowed provided that available exterior noise level reduction measure have been
implemented and interior noise levels are in compliance with this table,
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The stated noise goul for the plan, Goal 10.A “To protect Martis Valley residents from
the harmful and ammoying effects of exposure to excessive noise ™ [s not achieved. The
two Mitigations Measures, Require avigation easements to discloss the exposure to noise,
and require incnlation to bring interior noise levels to 45 db CNEL do not preserve “the 128
fairly peaceful and quiet” character of the Martis Valley. cont'd

What is going on here? Are these all mistakes? If they are mistakes then this plan should
be done over and done right. If these changes are intended then they should be changed,

Further:

The EIR does not address the impact of the airport’s growth at all. The EIR only states
that the airport will grow. The impact of any sirport growth must be analyzed. There is
noise pollution to be anatyzed for all of Martis Valley residents aot only those adjacent to
the airport. There is air polhetion to be analyzed inchuding the aircraft emissions of lead

since they currently burn a fiuel eontaining much higher smounts of lead than automohbiles
ever used,

Since the airport docs not significanily contribute to the local coonomy (see analysis of
McPheters report below) it is only a benefit for those few people in the district who own
aircraft or have access to General Aviation aircraft. The airport is a pollutant and
annoyance to the rest of the Martis Valley inhabitants,

127

The Truckees Tahoe Airport commissioned Les McPheters, professor of economics in the
College of Business at Arizona State University (480 — 065 — 5462), to study the
economic impact the airport has on the local commumity, This report is available on the
Truckea Tahoe Airport web site. In ssummary the report claims that the airport has a
$10.3 million dollar revenue impact on the region that results in 147 jobs. This
conchusion is very misleading. An anabysis of the report will show the following:

Analysis of Lee McPheters’ report on Economic Impact of Airport;

1. Total spending by itinerant traffic was estimated, via a survey, to be $3.6 million per 12-8
year. Mot much. McPheters did not differentiate how much of that was spent in the
State of Nevada, The survey showed that 60% of the people from itinerant traffic
went to Lake Tahos and not Trackee. He didn’t ask how many to that 60% weat to
Incline, Crystal Bay or other locations in Nevada.

2. Jobs attributed to the airport included the Truckee Fire Department, California
Department of Forestry, and companies not dependant on the airpon to exist. 75 jobs
were reported to be caused by the airport. This includes 21 frefighters who are not
dependant om the airport to exist. 74 jobs off the airport were attributed to sirport
visitation, The average annual mcome for those 74 jobs was estimated at $11,330 per
year. Obviously this number of jobs was inflated since poverty is set at £18,000 per

year.
3. Going on with the conclosions anyway. The repont claims that net money brought in

to pay for jobs is a total of $3.3 million. The tax money that Placer County and

Nevada County gives to the airport is $2 million and rising. The 21 firefighters that
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were inchided in the airport number probably account for $0.8 million. The amoeunt
of money spent in Mevada state by ftinerant traffic is probably $1.08 million.

4. The real net contribution to the airport district economy as a result of the airport is 12.8
£3.3 million less $2 million (the property tax given to the sirport from the district ), cont'd
less 50.8 million (an estimatc of those scrvices that would be available evea if the
airport were not here, such as the fire departments) leaves a net contribution of $0.5
million due to the airport. This is not worth the naise pollution, air pollution, and
property devalnations.

Recommendations:

1. Set noise levels to be consistent with World Health Organization
recommendations of 50 dba Leq daytime for outdoor residential uses and 45 dbha 12-4
Leq for outdoor nighttime residential uses, These limits are mach more in line
with a “fairly peaceful and quiet™ Martis Valley.”

2. Requirc an EIR for all Truckee Tahoe Airport projects including building hangars, 1240
termimal, or ranways.

3. Consider moving the airport out of the Martis Valley. The elevation, terrain and
weather of the Martis Valley cause aircraft accidents at the Truckee Tahoe Airport
to be & times more likely per operation than at the Auburn airport. This accident 1241
rate can be confinmed by reviewing the last 14 years of FAA reports. Using the
existing airport land for affordable housing or commercial would acrually help the

Martis Valley cconoumy.

e fon
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LETTER 12: GAYLAN LARSON, RESIDENT

Response 12-1:

Response 12-2:

Response 12-3:

Response 12-4:

Response 12-5:

Response 12-6:

Response 12-7:

Response 12-8:

Response 12-9:

Response 12-10:

Response 12-11:

The commentor reiterates text in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR. No
response is necessary.

The noise standards referenced in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR are the
County’s noise standards, which are similar to noise standards used in other
rural jurisdictions in the State. Truckee-Tahoe Airport noise contours are
specifically illustrated in Draft EIR Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2, which shows that the
majority of residential uses in the plan area would be outside the 55 CNEL
contour

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 12-2.

The commentor reiterates text in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR. No
response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 12-2.

The commentor reiterates text in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR.
Mitigation Measures MM 4.5.4a and b would ensure compliance with County
noise standards as well as provide notification of annoyance noise from
operation of the Truckee-Tahoe airport.

The Draft EIR considers operation and planned expansion of airport
operations (e.g., Draft EIR page 4.5-9) and associated environmental efforts.

The commentor cites the analysis of Lee McPheters’ report on Economic
Impact of Airport. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 12-2.
The Draft EIR considers operation and planned expansion of airport
operations (e.g., Draft EIR page 4.5-9) and associated environmental efforts.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The Truckee-Tahoe Airport is almost entirely located inside Nevada County
and Truckee. Only a small portion of the airport is located within Placer
County. The proposed Truckee-Tahoe Airport expansion is not part of the
Martis Valley Community Plan. The Truckee Tahoe Airport District maintains
and operates the airport. It is not regulated by Placer County. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Sections 4.5
(Noise) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to
cumulative impacts from noise associated with traffic and airport operations.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 12-10.
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Letter 13

FEDERATION OF FLY FISHERS™
Conserving » Restoring * Educating Through Fly Fishing
MNorthern California Council

GEARC
M Dare Uy,
RECEIVED
August 5, 2002 W6 77 g
3 './ C._.—
Lori Lawrence pLﬂNN!NG DEPA HTMENT

Enviranmeantal Review Technician
Flacer County Planning Depariment
11414 “B" Avenue

Aubum, CA 95603

Subject: Martis Valley Community Plan - DEIR Comments

Thesa comments are being submitted on behalf of the Morthern Califarnia Council of the
Federation of Fly Fishers ([NCCFFF), MCCFFF represents over 30 affiliated clubs and
thousands of anglers in Northern California. Not only are our members interested in
fishing, but they are frequently invalved in restoration projects.

Martis Lake is a very popular fly fishing destination for many of our members, including
these in our 2 clubs based in Placer County. Martis Lake was the first lake given
special status under California Department of Fish and Game's Wild Trout Management
Frogram and has been managed under this program for over 2 decades, It is one of
only four lakes in California with this designation, and it has been featured in numerous
angling magazine articles.

Given the importance of Martis Lake as a recreational resource, we offer the following
comments on the DEIR;

1. The EIR must contain a direct analysis of the potential impact of the plan on the
rainbow and brown trout in Mariis Lake. It is vital to the future of this lake that the EIR
contain specific and direct assessment of the potential and likely impacts of 131
development, as well as the commitment to necessary mitigation. The health of the
laka must be addressed directly.

2. The EIR must include a long term pragram to monitor the health of the lake’s fishery
as development occurs in the valley. It is impossible at this tirme for planners to

precisely predict the impact of development on Martis Lake or to guarantee that current
safeguards are adequate to protect this valuable resource. It is critically important that 13-2
a manitoring protocol be adopted to insure that the appropriate governmental agencies
are aware of the current condition of the lake, and are alerted to trends that occur over
an extended period of time.
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Without these elements, the plan only obliquely addresses the health of Martis Lake, | 13-2
and it would gamble its long term future on a very long list of assumptions. cont'd

We appreciate your attention on this matter and the opportunity to comment,

Respectiully submitted,

MW@

Robert M. Ferroggiaro

Vice President, Conservation

Federation of Fly Fishers - Northern California Council
89270 Oak Leaf Way

Granite Bay, CA 85748

(916) 791-6381 Tel

(916) 791-6574 Fax
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LETTER 13: ROBERT N. FERROGGIARO, FEDERATION OF FLY FISHERS

Response 13-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) 3.4.4 and
Response to Comment K-6 and 10-28.

Response 13-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality)
regarding modifications to mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a
regarding monitoring. It is anticipated that this on-going water quality
sampling would be conducted by homeowner associations, private owners,
recreational facility operators and the County for publically maintained
drainage facilities.
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Lettar 14
August 6, 2002 Fage lof 5 GE-H cnu
TO: Lori Lawrence DATE ”’:l-v
Plzeer County Planning Department RECEIVED
Environmental Review Technician
11414 "B" Aven AUE T ¢ 7000
Auburn, CA 95603 AUE B 2007

F1e4_
FROM: Lynne B. Larson, Member P _f': 1\ﬂNG DEPAHTMEHT

Martis Valley Community Flan Cliizens® Commitiee
Dear Ms Lawrence:

After 3 years of discussion, and having carefully reviewed the Propesed Martis Valley Plan and the
Draft EIR I have concluded the Plan and its DEIR are Nawed and unaceeptable as 2 long range plan 14-1
for the future of Martis Valley. This Plan turms a semi-roral mountain community inta Urban
sprawl,

While there iz ne doubt, barring extreme circumstances, there will be development in Martis Valley,
the Plan will add traffic congestion, air pollution, degradation of water quality, destruction of wild
life habitat, further impact the severe affordable housing shertage and increase nokse (o 14-2
upaceeptable levels not only from roadway fraffic and construetion but from the expansion of
Truckes Tahoe AlrperL.

While the 1974 Martis Valley General Flan is certainly unaceeptable, the proposed Plan and any of 14-3
the deviations are pot ones we should have to accept,

If the Proposed Plan is adopted the quality of life and the sense of well being for Martis Valley will be
negatively effected. Once we go forward ihere is no turning back. The Citizens of this community
must decide how they want to live, If this Plan goes forward in its current form, Martls Valley will be 14-4
transformed into an Urban community and the Mowntain Community will be lost forever,

Points of unaceeptability in the Drafi EIR:

1. FageL0-1 (L.Z) Known Responsible and Trustee Apencies: The Truckee Taboe Alrport Distric is
abwvipusly absent from this list. Tn addition the Airport has been silend in the matter of the Martls
Falley Gemeral Plan update.  The Truckee Tahoe Airpors, while offering Berefits fo a very sl 14-5
number of residents and visitors, & has o significant negatlve impace on tee weil being of the rest
af the Martis Valley residents

2 Page L0-1(1.2) Project Characteristics: Goals I.A through 1LE and 1K appear to be In conflice
with Goals IF theough I X Further the DEIR gives the reader no indicailen of how the Coungy 1486
wenld propose to resolee the conflice between development and preservation of open space,

J PROMECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

m with Relevan nnbng Docwments: MW 7. 1A staies thart alf
projects shall conform to provisions ef the CLUP. There is no mention of adhevence to Placer County’s®
oW paise resirictions regardless of the source. We cannot assame the CLUP will best serve the needs
af the community, Example: Please note the location af housing fn the Town of Truckee thar ix in
direct line with the "take offs" from Truckee Tahoe Airport. These restdences suppasedly were 147
aceeptable fo the CLUP. ft is clear thae these fiomes shoudd mof fave been permisted in that feeation.
Further, the Town of Truckee enrvemly elther has praposals or approvals for residential developments
im Aiepart averflight areas that will be subjeet to severe noise and safety concerns.  The significant
impact af the Truckes Tahoe Afrport an the propased development has not been gddressed, Tossing in
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Page 2 of 5
bunch af policies and expecting them to solve the problem is nracceptable as they ore nod specific
eneugh and no remedies are shown that would reselve nodse and safety issues from Airport operations, 14-T
Thiz Plan showld wot go forward wotil the CLIP | in pwmj iy npdated and an analpsiy dowe on e cont'd

impact of the Aiepors on the Plan on residentlal de

Tmpaet 4.1.2 Lapd Use Conlicts: Grce again, this Plan should not go forward wotil we fuove seen the
new CLUP and an evaluation is done. Safery and kelght restriciions are certatnly importans, hut Nofse is 14-8
@ ¥erfonus jm”em fnra ql.ru'! ERpiroRment

Land Use Impact 4.1.3 Loss of Ferest and Timber Lands: £s this mod binportant? Wi is theee o

mitigation measure? OF conrse if is aveidable to seme degree by a rednction in development This needs 14.9
I b andlifressed

itigation Measure 4.2.2 does not address the serious affordoble hopsing
shartage. There i5 ne provision to assure thar the “ia ew of fee” will be used to provide housing where
it will best serve the needs af those whe meed it wmost.  Ideally locations wenld be within transportation 14-10
aid buginess corrdors. I is unaceeptable to bifld affordable housdtng " out of site oid of mind™ of the
affTuent such as eccurs o resort commpniies sich as Aspen, Colorads,

Impact 4.3.3 Airport Operations; This section discusses over flight and safety jones but says absolutely
nothing about the nolse genorated by Alrport Operations. This sectfon defers fo the CLUP and the FAA
FPart TT. It is clear that o analysis has been done on the gffect noise will kave on the residents of Martis
Valley. It is clear no anwalysiz has been done on the amoant of noite that will occur if the Airport i
Jpermitted, withol! auy restrictions on airport actividies, fo expand. The Airport currenily enjoys
approximately 34,000 aperations @ year fo serve a handful of people. Less than 03% of the Airport
District population, The Afrport projects operations to increase fo 64,000 a vear in the future, Simple 14-11
aralysis will show that is an operation every 4 minutes over homes in Martls Valley, This is abselutely
wmpccepiable. Steps must be taken either to reduce Airport growch or prohibic further residencial
devileparent in Marris Valley, Afrperts and residentiol areas are incompatible, Martis Valley will end up
Just like the bay area and slf the problems associated with General Aviadion Airports. Do pot use the
argrment that the Afrport is on economic beneflt to the area watll a thorough and honest examination of
the McPheters economic impact repert is done,

; Jal : MM 4.5 1a iy umocceptable. [f the assumption is correct thar
the focuy af new home constrnction will be on “zecond home™ owners: peaple wha come ta the 1412
Mountains for peace, quict and relocation, they are NOT going to appreciate being awakened ai ¢:00
a.m. by construction noise. The howrs of operation need fo be farther adifressed

Transportation Noise Impacts: Increased moise levels in excess of the standards deemed "signiffcane™ 13
wiltih ko miltlgation measure iv unacceptable. Whi Is there ne MW and no analysls fo discuss remedios? 14-

Impact 4.5.3 Future Stationary Noise Impacts: [ seive levels are going to cxceed the "standard |
witich is already anacceptable) wity is there no MM? What specific types of "stationary noise” are being 14-14
sugpested?

Impact 4.5.4 Trockee Tahoe Airport Nobse Impacts: This sitigation measire is absolutely
wnacceptable. Avigation easments do not mitigate roise. ( please mote the accepied ferm is "aviganion™
o “navigation) Te alert residents to significant noise from Airpert eperations is not enewgh! Everyone 1445
will be effected as the Airport expards. The County mrust reguire rat any mew developments as part of

the EIR be required to do an "onsite" noise analpsis of Airport nofse and the resulis given to any
prospective buyer., in additvion, extensive analysis of projected Airport grovwih and wiat it “honestly" will
mean for their
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Page3of 5

sense of well being should be given fo “every potential buyer®, Let them krow that with Airport
aperations at 64,000 a year a plane will go over head svery 4 minntes. We cannot be expecied to accept 14-15

propased woise levels in Martis Valley that are kigher than Auburn ailows and mitigation will be cont'd
infarming the residents abont the noise and do nothing.

Impact 4,55 Comulative Traffic Noise Impacts: SigniTeant and Unavoidable is uraccepioble with mo
mitigation possibilities, Suggest that S8 267 NOT be expanded to 4 lones "ever® and the speed limis be 1416
redwced fo 25mph.  This wonld significanty reduce traffic noize.

Impact 4.9.1 Disturbance (0 Common Plant Communities & Impact 4.9.2 Disturbanee to Comimon
Wildlife. The Draft cloims no mitigation measures are requived and the impacts are less tha

sigrificant. Please wote that the Truckee Takoe Airport is current in the migratory paths of the resident
deer aind have reswlied in death fo the deer by contacy with aircraft and accidents imvolving sireraft when
dier are frying fo migrme acros renways, This example should serve as notice to the importance of 147
mtitigration measures when development pccnrs. When plant communities are disturbed i alze disimrbs
the food seurces for many local animals, We cannot assiwme that this is wot significant, The position
that “yes the plan would resalt fn foss of wildlife and their food source is absalutely significani™

Impact 4.9.7 Disturbance o Special -Siatus Bat Species; W48 7 ix unaccaptable as a mivigation

mensure. [ suggent that policy 9. G180 be re-evaiuated. “swipe the ofd bats nest when ske (sn't fooking ™ 14-18
Are there viker method for accomplishing a move of habitat? Have they been examined?

Linpact 4.11.2.1 Law Enforcement Services: No witigation required for increazed demand for law
enforcement services and a designation of fess than significant. There is no amalysis to suppert these 1419
statements, Few con an increased popniotien af wp to 17,000 + residens not be significan?

umulative Impac H
Less afvan significant. There ix wo analysis to support LS designarion Curvenily the area schools are 14-20
clatming that more class roows are meeded, How can LS be justificd?

Impact 4

Imipact 4.11.8.1 Parks and Becreation Facilities: Impact 4.11.8.2 Comulative Impact on Parks and
Reereationg] Facilities, Where & the analysis o suppert the increased demand. Is it simply a formula? 14.24
The representative from the Truckee Recreation disiriet has stated they do nof see the need for o 30 acre

developed park,

Impact 4.01.8.2: Comulative Impact of Farks and Recreational Facilities: MM 277,87 “Three
proposed irails in the plane area would provide a cannections to the Trackee trail netaork near Martis
Creek Recreation Ares and from the southern edge of Trockee near the proposed Eaglewood project.™ Ne
analysis {s shown oi the impact of iy frail o the residents adjacent to (s frail, 1t will bring the

Fenerad public inte o residential peighborhocd and all the problems that are inkerent in a public use 1432
trail. No indication is given os to whe would maintain and police the freail. The portion af the Trail on
the Eaglewood property thot ix adfacent to Siorrn Meadows and Ponderosa Runchos is inappropriate
and needs to be re-aligned,
% pmmumity Pla v
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Page 4 of 5

Goal 1.A
To promaote wise and efficient and environmentally-sensitive use of Martis Valley land to meet the
present and future needs of Placer County residents and Buosi This statement makes Martis 14-23

Falley seued like a "cash cow” for Placer Cononty. Showld read Maris Vafley residengy ang businesses,

4.1 Land Useh PP 5 Runway climb-oui extensions are directed over forest and open areas
to limit moise impacts and adedress salely concerns in Martis Valley, This statemient s incorrect. v af 14-24
least in me.p.ﬂ.r'g- I5 i mod .ﬁqppcning.

Page 4.1.3 PP 1. Alrport Funding is provided from the Placer County seleclive taxes for
SpeciaDistricts, This is true, however o portion (over S600,000) in 2001 was contributed by Nevada A
County.

Land Use Page 4.1-26Folicles and Implementation Programs: Pelicy 1.B3 The County shall ensure
that residential land wses are separated and buffered from such major facilities as landfills, airports 14-26

and sewage treatment plants. Mo ix this to be achieved? The DEIR is not specific.

Policy 3.E.1 The County shull work with ALUC in planning the land uses around the Truckes Tahoe
Airpert to ensure protection of the Airpert operations from Urban encroachment and establishment
of compatible uses within overflight zones. What is being done to profect the residenis from scessive 14-27
naise from overflight? The CLUP will nov resolve this nor will discloswre reguirements or Avigation
Easmenis,

Policy 1.B.8: The County shall discourage the development of isolated, remote and orfwalled
residential projects that do not contribute to the sense of community desired for the area. Where dig | 1428
this meﬁm?ﬂnm das if n'”mbl o develaperents such ox Lahowton P77

Truckee-Taluse Airport: Due o the quicr epvirommens in e Martis Valley, the Mitigecion Measures
for the Truckee Tahoe Airport are nnaccepiable, The Airport will have a signiffcant impact on noise in
the neighborhoods. The "less than if!.#.[ﬂtﬂr.l dewignaiion % imappropriate and J:mptp nat free
California division of Aer i agex envirenmental midgation measures (o lesson noiss, air
Ppoilution and other impaces cansed by aviation, The only migigation measurey thiz documenty xsugpests 14-29
is adherence with the CLUP (history suggests thar this isn't working) accept noise Levels even if they are
greater than allowed by the Macer County General Plon and disclose to prospective buyers that they will
experignee some “nuisance " from nolse from over flight. The world health arganization considers noise
to be a significans heolth hagard, We must also cemsider alfernatives to just acceptiag the noise
Dizcourageneit of Airport Expansien [s @ plice fo sar.

A lar o_,fuﬂmrrfﬂn e dedemil s heen gﬁlﬂr o Trn'nspiul:\'rl‘l'a.l and Cirevlation. The botfom [ine is that no
matter witat plar is prt in plece we will have seriows trafffc probless pot ondy b tre Martis

Vailey bui surrounding communiites as @ resul of both new restdents and visitors. TheMingation
Megsures fransform the mowntaln communities into pndesirable Urban societies. The plon shonid be 14-30
designed so that when the current roads are reaching capacity development is halted To keep
expanding roadways o pr ie ar date gravih in the envirenment of Martis Valley is net
acoiptalle.

d.d Transportatbon /Clreulation ¢ Truckee Trolley Summer Service, Loke TahosNorthoar Shatle
Service, Truckee Dial <A-Ride, Grrephownd Bus Lines, Amirak Thraway Sevvice, Talioc Regional Transit

and Shurile Services w Reno-Tahoe Toternational Airpors comments are way foe spectfic for @ DEIR, By 1431

tie time the Plan is adopted the prices and schedules will most likely change. It is enough to say these
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services exist aud @ peneral stotement ohont operations but puiting in the costs seems inappropriate and 14-31
EXCEFTIVE cont'd

acty on Residenti . The cornécrion along readways in Slerra
Meadows and Ponderose (Ranches not Palisades) was dropped from the plan yet reference to these 14-32
contections still remain in the DEIR. Tt should be removed,

Adr Quality: "under the Proposed land use diagram in combination with anticipated development in
Martis ¥alley area and the region would contribute to excessive air pollution levels” It further states
that loeal agencies would have a diffizult time (o meet mandated standards. The DETR goes on to
farther state that MM would provide "some' mitigation. Seme mitipation ix not eough, We nesd
Surther analysis on what cap be done, Suck as prohibiting eny "backyard bursing™ in any wew or
existing develapmenrs,

14-33

J.Mwﬂﬁﬁmmmw The Truckee Takoe Airport is missing as o source of
undesirable emissions, Afrceaff “rurup® is @ source of Teast carbon Moroxide and Lead and dust, This
needs to be added and addressed. The air quality segment does not analyze nor discuss the fmpact
specifically from open burning during development or burning of "yard rimmings® by the residents of
existing or new development. Thix cection is inadequeate ax it does not heve Mitigation Measures for air
quality probiems resulting from increased sraffie, The DEIR just says its exists.

Hydrology and water quality: 4.7 The quality of water in the future seems nnclear. There appears to
be o guarantee that good water guality will be available in the fuiure.  The DEIR does not adeguately
address the issue af chemical from 5 new golf courses and the effect on the grosndwater. Chemicals on
golf courses should be prohibiced. Further Table 7.4 indicates that 37% of the estimmied water nimge 14-35
Wil B gised by “open Space'” This includes the exising polf courses + § addivional cowrses and snow

miaking equipment . Wit percentage of the water i3 fo be used by the § "private” golf conrses? What
percentage of water i5 used for snow making in “poblic” ski areas. Mirgation Meastire £.7. 20 doex

nat prevent leaching of ehemicals into the groundwater from goll course chemicals,

14-24

I have barely seratched the surface with my concerns and comments. This Martis Valley Plan and its
accompanying EIR should go back to the drawing Board for alteration. The Board of supervisors 14-36
should halt this process and proclaim a Moratorinm on develapment in Martis Valley until all
community concerne have been adequately addressed.

Sim'ca'dy.
'Jé:“ S
7

gmn-a E. Larson

i ¢

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-328



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 14:

Response 14-1:

Response 14-2:

Response 14-3:

Response 14-4:

Response 14-5:

Response 14-6:

Response 14-7:

LYNNE R. LARSON, MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN CITIZEN’S ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Comment noted. No further response required as no specific issue relating
to the DEIR is raised.

The issue areas identified by the commentor are adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR Sections 4.2 through 4.9.

Comment noted. No further response required as no specific issue relating
to the DEIR is raised.

Comment noted. No further response required as no specific issue relating
to the DEIR is raised.

No discretionary actions, permits or approvals associated with planned
development under the project that would require action from the Truckee
Tahoe Airport District. Thus, the District was not listed as a responsible agency
in the Draft EIR. The commentor’s statements regarding the airport and the
participation of the Truckee Tahoe Airport District is noted. The
environmental effects of the airport and its future expansion were
considered in the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s opinion regarding goals of the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and wil be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
County disagrees with the commentor’s opinion.

The commentor states that significant impacts associated with the Truckee
Tahoe Airport have not been adequately addressed and that reliance on
compliance with the comprehensive land use plan (CLUP) for the airport is
not appropriate, but provides no specific details regarding why the analysis
in the Draft EIR or the provisions of the Truckee Tahoe Airport CLUP in
inadequate. Draft EIR Sections 4.1 (Land Use), 4.3 (Human Health/Risk of
Upset) and 4.5 (Noise) specifically address potential conflicts associated with
operation of the airport and planned development in the Plan area. As
specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.3-12, comprehensive land use plans
(CLUPs) are regulatory documents that regulate land uses adjoining airports
order to protect and promote safety and avoid adverse effects of airport
noise while allowing continued operation of the airport. The Truckee Tahoe
CLUP includes specific development and land use standards adjoining the
airport CLUPs (in addition to height restrictions set forth under Part 77 of the
Federal Aviation Administration Regulations) are used throughout the state
to ensure compatibility between airports and adjoining land uses. It is noted
that the Truckee Tahoe Airport CLUP under evaluation for an update. If the
CLUP is updated, the County will be required to update the Martis Valley
Community Plan to make it consistent with the new CLUP if the Plan were to
conflict or overrule the CLUP with a two-thirds vote by the Board of
Supervisors (California Public Utilities Code Section 21676). Noise contours
and associated impacts with airport noise and County noise standards
provided in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR.
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Response 14-8: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 14-7.

Response 14-9:  As specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.1-35, there is no feasible mitigation
measure to avoid the loss of foresttand based on consultations with the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.

Response 14-10: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project). Payment of in-lieu fees is a
common practice for improvements that extend beyond the ability or a
single development project to provide. This can occur when development
projects are too small or of a land use that could not accommodate
employee housing on-site.

Response 14-11: Consideration of noise effects of the airport were considered on Pages 4.5-5
through 4.5-7 on the Draft EIR. The commentor is also referred to Response to
Comment 14-7.

Response 14-12: Mitigation Measure MM 4.5.1a is a standard mitigation measure regarding
hours of construction operation. It should also be noted that construction
noise is a temporary noise source, rather than an ambient noise condition.

Response 14-13: Draft EIR pages 4.5-22 through -26 specifically notes proposed policies and
implementation programs that would adequately mitigate transportation
noise on Plan area residents. However, it is acknowledged that increased
traffic volumes as a result of the project would contribute to significant
transportation noise impacts outside of the Plan area (Town of Truckee and
Tahoe Basin). Possible mitigations include installation of sound barriers.
However, sound barriers (in some cases) would need to be placed in front
yards and would be ineffective given the need for openings for driveways.
In addition, Placer County does not have the jurisdiction to place sound
barriers in the Town of Truckee. Given these conditions, the traffic noise
impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Response 14-14: No new stationary noise impacts (e.g., commercial and office uses, sports
fields and snow making) are expected to occur as a result of
implementation of proposed Martis Valley Community Plan policies
identified on Draft EIR pages 4.5-27 through -29), which includes specific
performance standards for stationary noise sources. As specifically noted in
Table 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR, existing noise levels are generally within County
noise standards.

Response 14-15: As shown in Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 of the Draft EIR, existing and future airport
noise impact on ambient conditions would be limited to Public, General
Commercial, Open Space, and Water. However, the Draft EIR does
acknowledge that due to the number of aircraft arrivals and departures
from the Truckee-Tahoe Airport anticipated under the Truckee-Tahoe Airport
Master Plan, the potential for annoyance (though no exceedance of
County noise standards) at future residential land uses would likely occur.
Mitigation Measure MM 4.5.4a provides for disclosure to future residents that
would not be impacted by airport noise levels in excess of County standards
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Response 14-16:

Response 14-17:

Response 14-18:

Response 14-19:

Response 14-20:

that aircraft noise may be noticed as a result of operations of the Truckee-
Tahoe Airport.

SR 267 is a state highway facility that is outside of the jurisdiction of Placer
County in regards to modification of its ultimate design and speed limit.

The analysis provided in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR
takes into account the impact on wildlife movement and other biological
resources associated with airport operation. However, operation of the
airport is regulated by the Truckee Tahoe Airport District and not Placer
County. In addition, a majority of the airport is located in the Town of
Truckee.

Habitat associated with the bat species identified on Draft EIR page 4.9-68 is
regionally abundant. However, the following modification is made to
Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.7.

= The following edit is made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.7 on pages 2.0-
68 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-71 and 8.0-12 (Table 8.0-1):

“MM 4.9.7 If bat roosts are identified on site as a result of surveys
required by Policy 9.G.10, the County shall require that
the bats be safely flushed from the sites where roosting
habitat is planned to be removed prior to May of
each construction phase (maternity roots are
generally occupied from May to August) prior to the
onset of construction activities. The removal of the
roosting sites shall occur during the time of day when
the roost is unoccupied. Replacement roost habitat
(e.qg., bat boxes) will be provided for roosting sites
removed.”

Draft EIR page 4.11-21 specifically notes that the Placer County Sheriff’s
Department receives funding from property taxes, building impact fees,
facility impact fees and bonds. As the Plan area expands in size, the
increased population would contribute additional funds, which would pay
for the increased impacts on law enforcement. Implementation of the
project would not necessitate the development of facilities to provide
service that would result in a physical impact on the environment.

Draft EIR page 4.11-33 specifically notes that existing funding mechanisms
under SB 50, bond measures within the school district, and compliance with
the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan policies and implementation
programs would fully mitigate the impacts of future development on TTUSD
per California Government Code Section 65995(h), which states “the
payment or satisfaction of a fee, charge, or other requirement levied or
imposed... [is] deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of
any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the
planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in
governmental organization or reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or
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Response 14-21:

Response 14-22:

Response 14-23:

Response 14-24:

Response 14-25:

Response 14-26:

Response 14-27:

Response 14-28:

Response 14-29:

56073, on the provision of adequate school facilities.” Additionally, Section
65996(b) states that the provisions of this chapter [Sections 65995-65998] are
hereby deemed to provide full and complete school facilities mitigation.

Draft EIR pages 4.11-87 through -91 specifically identifies that increased
population in the Plan area would increase the need for park facilities. The
commentor’s statement regarding the need for a 30-acre park site in the
Plan area is noted.

Environment impacts associated with the construction of the trail system (as
a component of the project) are addressed throughout the Draft EIR. No
environmental impacts on residents adjacent to trails are expected. Trail
facilities are commonly placed adjacent to residential areas throughout the
state, with issues associated with such trails limited to privacy concerns (not
an issue subject to CEQA).

The commentor’s statements regarding this provision of the Martis Valley
Community Plan is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project
consideration. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

This statement is in regards to the Plan area. It is acknowledged that the
majority of airport traffic takes off over the Town of Truckee.

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding this provision of the Martis Valley
Community Plan is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project
consideration. The land use maps associated with the Proposed Land Use
Diagram, Existing Martis Valley General Plan, Alternative 1 Land Use Map and
Alternative 2 Land Use Map all provide adequate separation and land uses
from the airport consistent with the current Truckee-Tahoe Airport CLUP.

The commentor’s statements regarding this provision of the Martis Valley
Community Plan is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project
consideration. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 14-15.

The commentor’s statements regarding this provision of the Martis Valley
Community Plan is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project
consideration. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 14-15. Operation of the
airport is regulated by the Truckee Tahoe Airport District and not Placer
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Response 14-30:

Response 14-31:

Response 14-32:

Response 14-33:

Response 14-34:

Response 14-35:

Response 14-36:

County. In addition, a majority of the airport is located in the Town of
Truckee.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is correct that this connection is not part of the current
Martis Valley Community Plan. Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.2a would ensure
that this connection is not considered in the future.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7.

Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR does consider air pollutant emissions
associated with landscape maintenance as well as emissions associated
with the operation of the airport on regional and cumulative air pollutant
emissions. However, emissions associated with the airport operation are not
associated with implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan, since
the airport and its expansion is overseen by the Truckee Tahoe Airport District
and not Placer County. The commentor is referred to Response to
Comment M-7.

Water demand associated with new golf courses and expanded snow
making in the Plan area would make up approximately 16 percent of the
total water demand associated with the Proposed Land Use Diagram. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) 3.4.4 (Water
Supply Effects of the Project).

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.
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-

| support the following policies, all of which are in the curren:mw
valley Community Plan:

Letter 15
cER CO

DATE U""r;.

Comment on the Public Review Draft ...

Martis Valley Community Plan ,
AUG 0 g 2007

Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development,

Prohibiting "big box" developments by limiting single use commerical square
footage to no more than 35,000 square fest.

Protecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.
Requirements for providing employee housing, and incentives to build affordable
housing.

Increased transit opportunities,

Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails,
Small, neighborhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles.

Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-
ments.

Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the
Martis Valley area.

County cooperation with the neighbeoring jurisdictions of Truckee and Hevada

County on planning issues.

Further comments {Use back of paper if needed):
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e ‘Email ar phone

b Cher furnd's P Hms
_Rm ) 9523
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IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
To: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603

Or e-mail your comments to: plannine@placer.ca.gov
The Placer County Planning Department phone number is 330-889-7470.
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LETTER 15: ED MORGAN, RESIDENT

Response 15-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan and feels that the document does a fair job of balancing
environmental, recreational, and economic interests. No further response is
necessary.
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Letter 16

Comment on the Public Review Draft,cef Cogy,,
. Qv DATE %4
Martis Valley Community Plan REGEIVED

| support the following policies, all of which are in the current draft uf'rlEHé'r ..JEE:F:;UH 1
Valley Community Plan: ,,,
C A St PLANNING DEPARTHEN

+ Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development.

+  Prohibiting "big box™ developments by limiting single use commerical square
footage to no more than 35,000 square feet.

*  Protecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.

*  Requirements for providing employes housing, and incentives to build affordable
housing.

+ Increased transit opportunities.

« Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails.

+  Small, neighborhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles.

* Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-
ments.

»  Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the
Martis Valley area,

» County cooperation with the neighbaring jurisdictions of Truckee and Mevada
County on planning issues.

16-1

Further comments (Use back of paper if needed):

D {hieuwe Thot tHaples toriell louchi sut
obreews rovf of eco ML%W&LL Cm
SIGNED: Mﬂ—i DATE: _&-T7-02—

7
Damera T LaE — Pilfruckee@ Yoka.com
ﬁ{!;?mt 7543
Truckes = cA  Tei6F- -
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IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
Ta: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95803

Or e-mail your comments to: planning@placer. ca.oov
The Placer County Planning Department phore number 15 530-889-7470.
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LETTER 16: PAMELA J. LANE, 16-YEAR RESIDENT

Response 16-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan and feels that the document does a fair job of balancing
environmental, recreational, and economic interests. NoO response is
necessary.
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Letter17
Date: o7 e - Dl
Atin.: Lori Lawrence
Envirenmantal Review Technician n;
Placer County Planning Dept. { AN
11414 "B” Ave. BT 7
Aubumn, Ca. 95603 '”-’nr..

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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In al:ld!t!an, because the DEIR is §£ long and complicated, | request that

because of the Inadeguag,g of the DEIR, | request that the DEIR be revised and

recirculated,
Sincerely yours,
{Print Name) ,:"Ir'H-. 'ﬂr, A
(Print Address) ,-';Q (a7 SEwl.ae A
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LETTER 17:

Response 17-1:

Responsel7-2:

Response 17-3:
Response 17-4:

Response 17-5:

Response 17-6:

ANN PANFIELD, RESIDENTS

Comment noted. The commentor does not make any statements about the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Fire protection and biological resource impacts
are addressed in this Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality)
and 4.9 (Biological Resources) for a discussion of the impacts on biological
resources and wetlands. Additionally, the Placer County General Plan and
the Martis Valley Community Plan contain policies relating to impacts on
biological resources. The Draft EIR contains a thorough analysis of potential
environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the Martis Valley
Community Plan. Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR also includes mitigation
measures MM 4.7.1a through c, which require individual developments to
prepare spill prevention and countermeasure plans, identify specific water
quality control measures for waterways in Martis Valley, and avoid disturbing
or altering wetlands, natural waterway course or channel conditions.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 17-2.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 17-2.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). The extent of the watershed
evaluated is consistent with recent technical studies performed by the
RWQCB.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Mitigation Measures 4.7.2 a — ¢ (Pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft EIR)
regarding concerns relating to contaminated runoff from the golf course.
The Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open
Space Land Designation and does not differentiate between public and
private.

Regarding extending the comment period, the commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period). The County
considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate and in compliance
with CEQA.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Letter 18

truckee
north tahoe

Placer County Planning Department
Attn: Mr. Fred Yeager, Director
11414 B Ave, -

Auburn, CA 95603

August 12, 2002

[hear Fred,

Adfter reviewing Section ¥ of the Draft Martis ‘-fa-]]t.:lr Community Plan: Tr. rtation

n ¢ ANSpOTtatio
and Circulation, the Truckee North Tahae Transportation Management Association h;s
prepared for your review and response the following comments. :

The TMT/TMA strongly believes the Plan’s Transportation and Circulation section falls
seriously short in considering transit's role in the addressing this section’s stated purpose
to “1ff¢ntif_'r improvements to, and the development of, the trensportalion 5y-5t-+:m" and in
identifying “a method for financing the idemified transportation needs in the plan area ™
Here iz why we have reached this conzlesion:

184

Fublic Transit- Poges 73-74 '

While the TN T/TMA finds the Loeal Transit Circulator and Intercity Transit Route

concepts briefly outlined in the plan commendable, we belisve and request that o Transit

Improvement Plan detailing the funding and operation of these services be more fully

developed within the plan. This plan would be identical 1o the Capital Iimprovement Plan

outlined on Page 74, Items 1-3 and Pages 75.76, Tables V-1 znd V.2, Without such a

pl,an,lth: Martis Valley Community Plan remains conspicuously deficient in developing

transit mitigation for the growih it allows. ' : o

The Transportation Improvement Plan compone i j i 13-

il amjp;meh: pro ponent should also incorporate the following

* Days apd times of operations, recommended routes, véhicle type(s), and number of
vehicles necessary to provide service;

= All new vehicles purchased w operate in Martis Valley must be CNG-fueled:

* [f extraordinary measures (15-minute headways) are needed to reducs d;-.-;[.l;.Pm.:m
impacts such as decreased LOS and the need to four-lane SR 267 new developements
should pay their fair share (similar to the Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE) concent

Tnns'pm:thnﬁ?q] entiAssociation
SR Hox MO Tahoo CRy, Cobforea J6M5  oh [S20[551307 ke [30)581-5229
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uutlined in Capital Improverment Funding Plan, Page 74} to assure they are
implemented; : :

*  Transit operations should fow with fluctuations in seasonal population and visitation
as appropriate; 1 I

*  Fublic transit service must serve high density housing needs;

* Specific language that requires an Cngoing transit operations funding mechanism
{CSA or other); = -

= Specific @nguage that requires a development of institutional agreements that provide
for input from and coordination with the CSA, Placer County, Town of Truckes and
development stakeholders to ensure coordinated service and cennections,

- f!uti new development (commercial, residential, recreation and ski resorts) should pay
its fair share of regional transit operations needs, i.e, connection into North Luke
Tahoe/Truckee loop and employee commuter needs through developer fees, angoing
development fees and TDA allocations;

*  Require coordination of public and private transit services:

* "Outline opportunities for how developmenis can remain involved in the trapsit
planning process. :

Streets and Highways Policies- Page 61
Flease add a policy which supports the use of ITS solutions to increase roadway capacity
without increasing lanes. transil capital and operations funding. »

Transit Palicies- Page 63 ; .
* Goal 5.B: Should read: To promote a safe and efficient mass fransit system, to reduce

congestion, improve the environment, and provide viable non-automative means of
transportation through and within Martis Valley,
3.B.3: This goal should be more specific in regard to the recommendation on Page 73 of
the Plan to form a Community Service Area to fund engoing transit operations.
5.B.5: This policy should be expanded 1o require not only “ski resorts and other

- recreational providers” to develop transit systems, but should alsa include residential and
commercial developments. Additionally, this policy should require participation by ALL
developments in coordinating public and private transit operations. Not doing so will
result i an ineffective piccemeal system of disconnected private shuttle systems.
Please add a policy that supports the use of ITS solutions For transit capital and

operations funding. ;

Transportation Systems/Demand Management Policies- Pages 63-64

In order to remain consistent with other eastern Placer County comemunity plan
documents, as well a5 mitigalion requirements for existing Martis Valley developments,
add a policy that requires transpartation entities and new residential, commercial and
recreaticnal developments to maintain membership in TNTTMA,

To date, the TNT/TMA has been successful in working with local, regional agencies and

18-2
Cont'd

18-2

18-4

18-5

private partners on a variety of TSM measures on the Hwy, 8% and 267 Corridors. Such
improvements include: :
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p. 10
* Development of Truckee Shuttle, whish operates between Tahoe City and Trickee an
Hwy, B9; :
*  Obtain grant funding for CNG powered transis vehicles:
* Obtain State Transit Planning Assistance Grant funding for Reno-Truckee-North “| 18-5
Lake Tahoe commuter service, Cont'd
. Faciéi;alc public-private funding for expanded seasonal transit service on Hwy. 89
and 267, :
= Ongoing coordination of summer and winter public-private transit marketing
DrOgrams
We look forward to continuing and expanding similar partnerships a3 growth occurs on
the Hwy. 267 Corridor,
Nun-Motorized Transportation Policies- Page 64 : _
5.D.6: This policy should include parking arcas near access (o bike trails, 18-6
3.D.7: Because this item refers to transit capital improvements, it should appear in the
lransit policy section. : }
Implementation Programs .
7. The County shall work with the Placer County Transportation Pla nuing Agency
tv periodically review and updating its short-range transit plan at least as often
48 required by State Law.
Ea_:t:ause of identified transit impaets the MVCP will have outside of the plan bou'nda:ms, 187
this implementation program should includs working with Nevada County Transportation
Commission and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency as part of this implementation”
PTOEraim. .
8. The County shall adopt and implement funding mechanismis to support adopted
transit plans throughaut the County,
The sole funding svurce listed under this implementation program itern- Transportation
Development Act funds- will not adequately fund the transit increases necessary 1o serve
the increase in dwelling units, recreation and commercial development as outlined in the
plan, ' :

TDA funding is based on census data, which tracks only full time residents: Considering
the projected 20 percent permanent.occupancy figure cited in the plan, this will only very
slightly increase TDA funding in the plan area- clearly not enough to fund aperations

necessary to mitigate allowed growth, - 18-8

A similar challenge is found on the Lake Tahoe side of Placer County, where TDA funds
are ellocated based on the 10,000 +/- permanent resident population, but do not address
major population Muctuations (upwards of 100,000 per day during peak seasons) due to
seasonal second home use, hotel accommodations, and recreation b,

While brief reference is made to formation of a Community Service Arca [C3A) to fund
ongoing transit operations (Page 74), itis only a “recommendaticn,” not the requirement

Placer County
May 2003
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pP-11
it should be. More telling of the Mani_s Valley Camumqity Plan's true intention iz the
above-referenced text, which lists TDA as the only transit funding soures.
Formation and continued operation of a CSA that funds both transit capital and transit 18-8
operations funding should be listed under the Implementation Program heading as a Cont'd

separately-numbered item. This requirement should further state that the CSA will he
funded lhmug_h available T'.!",IA. u:iew_:tope.-r fees, ongoing development fees, cooperative
agreements with other public and private transit providers, and other revenue sources.

A table outlining how the erganization will be implemented, and a proposed transit
capital and operational improvement program that links those improvements 1o specific
Stages of development should also be included, -

Transit Systems and Services- Page 69
Truckee Trolley: More recent ridership data for the winter season service (December.

April) is available 180
FY 2000-2001; 43,633 riders '

FY 2001-2002; 45,424 riders

Bikeways- Page 73

Thiz paragraph should include reference to the proposed Lake Takee to Northstar Trail
currently being planned by the California Tahoe Conservancy and Nosth Tahoe Fubtic'

Utility District. According to the Conservancy the Northstar leg is likely to begin e
tonstruction as early as Summer 2003. The Tahoe portion could begin as carly as
Summer 2004. This access could be considered as mitigation 1o traffic impacts duri ng the
summer peak day at the SR 267/SR28 intersection,

Thank you for the opportunity o provids input on this important document. | look
forward to Placer County's response to the issues raised in this letter. Ag always the
TNT/TMA Board of Directors and staff ars eager to work with the County in improving
transit and transportation planning, operations, and facilities in eastern Placer County,

ey, |
Tennifer MercRant |

Executive Directar

ee;  TNT/TMA Board of Directors '
Rex Bloomfield, Placer County Board of Supervisors, District § ’
Mike Harper, Chair, Tahoe Transportation District
Tim Haclkwerth, Placer County Department of Puble Warks, Director
Bill Combs, Placer County Planning Department, Senior Planrier
Juan Palma, Tahos Regional Plarning Agency, Director
Carl Hasty, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Deputy Director
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LETTER 18:

Response 18-1:

Response 18-2:

Response 18-3:

Response 18-4:

Response 18-5:

Response 18-6:

Response 18.7:

Response 18-8:

JENNIFER MERCHANT, TRUCKEE NORTH TAHOE TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and

Placer County
May 2003
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Response 18-9:

Response 18-10:

Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Provision of this trail
connection would not fully mitigate traffic impacts to the SR 267/SR 28
intersection.
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Letter 19

jtruckee
thtahoe

Flacer County F.Iunnin.g Department
Attn.: Mr. Fred Yeager, Director
11414 B Ave, ’

- Auburn, CA 95603

August 16, 2002

Dear Fred,

I am writing on behalf of the Truckee Morth Tahoe Transportation Management
Assaciation Board of Direciors o provide comments on Section 4.4, the
- Transportation/Circulation Element of the Martis Valley Community Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report. "

The TNT/TMA strongly believes the environmental document is delicient in its enalysis
of the MVCP's impacts on the existing transit system as well as'in framing specific
requirements for future transit solutions to mitigate impacts of the growth allowed for in

18-1

1

the plan
We disagree with the EIR s conclusion on page 4.4-67 that “Mone of the proposed land -

= use map alternatives are expected to result in conflicts with existing or future transit
service. Thus, the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan is expected to have a less
than significant impact on transit service.” We further disagree with Impact 4 4.10 an -
page 4.4-73, which states “Implementation of the Proposed Land Use Diagrarm i not
[:xp-ezcted to contribute to conflicts with transit. This is considered a less than significant
impact.” The reasons for our disagreement are outlined as follows: 3

Conflicts with Existing Martis Valley Transit System

Considering that Table 4 d-14 on Page 4 4-37 states that 78,617 trips per day will be
generated by the proposed MVCF, the existing transit system will be severely impacted,
I'he exasting transit system only operates hourly from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., seven days a woek 19.3
from December through April, Buses are currently full during peak hours. Increased
demand will overload the exizting system. And because the existing transit system will
not provide service seven menths of the year, it cannot possibly serve all development

proposed in the plan.

A pepeen i ]
Irmmnmgﬁzgamgj CAGEOCintion v »
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The existing service is funded by the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, the North Lake
Tahoe Resort Association, Northstar and Sugar Bowl. Blacer County is not a funding
pertner in the existing winter only transit service, and therefore does not have any control
over whether its operation continues or not. The ssrvice is operated under contract by the
Town of Truckes, which has publicly stated it does not have fimds to continue the servics
beyeond FY 2002/03. Additicnally, the ADA mandate that comparable paratransit service | 18.3
be provided for all public transit routes is currently not being met, Cont'd

Perhaps the greatest impact of the MY CP on the existing transit system is the

development of high-density affordable housing three miles away from the winter only '
transit route. High density housing is likely to be utilized by lower income employees
who will not have access to the existing SR 267 route. This needs to be addressed by
more than the provision of on-call transit service provided by a van,

Conflicts with the Future Martis Valley Transit System

The MVCP neither identificd sufficient transit operating and capital funding sources nor
requires implementation of a specific transit eperating plan, The TNT/TMA recommends
that one of two pessible actions be taken to'rectify this deficiency. Either the MVCP

should inzlude a Transit Improvement Plan detailing required funding and operation of -y
public transit zervices, or the DEIR should consider the lack of transit funding a )
significant impact and mitigate it by requiring implementation of a Transit Improvement

Plan. :

This plan would be identical to the Capital Improvement Plan outlined on Page 74 of the
Martizs Valley Commumnity Plan, [tems 1-3 and Pages 75-76, Tables V-1 and V-2, Without

such a plan, the Martis Vallcy Community Plan remains conspicuously deficient in
developing transit mitigation for the growth it allows,

The Transpertation Improvement Plan component should also incorporate the follawing 19-5

details and targets: :

*  Days and times of operations, recommended routes, vehicle typeds), and number of
vehicles necessary to provide service; -

*  All new vehicles purchased to operate in Martis Valley must be CNG-fueled:

= If extraordinary measures (15-minute headways) are needed to reduce development

g impacts such as decreased LOS and the need to four-lane SR 267, new developments

should pay their fair share (similar to the Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE) concept
outlined in Capital Improvement Funding Plan, Page 74) to assure they are
implemented; :

*  Tranzit operations should Sow with fluctuations in sensonal population and visitation,
45 appropriate;

+  Public transit service must serve high density housing base needs;

+  Specific language that réquirss an ongoing transit operations funding mechanism
(C5A orother);

+ Specific language that requires the development of institutional agreements that
provide for input from and coordination with the CSA, Plecer County, Town of
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Truckes, and development stakeholders to ensure coordinated service and
connections,

+  All new development [cununen:lai residential, rmn:atn:m and ski resorts) should pay

- its fair share of regional transit operations needs, i.e. connection into Morth Lake 1;'5‘,

Tahoe/Truckee loop and employze commuter needs through developer fees, ongoing s
development fees and TDA allocations;

+ Requirc coordination of public and private transit services;

+  (utline opportunities for how developments can remain involved in the transit

planning process.

OTHER COMMENTS:

Page 4.4-17- Truckee Trolley Winter Service

More recent ridership data for the winter season service (December-April) is available,
Riders during FY 2001-2002 comprised of 27 percent guests, 2.5 percent .|:;|-|-1|;;11;.ngg1
10.5 percent other.

FY 2000-2001: 43,633 riders

FY 2001-2002; 45,424 riders

18-6

Page 4.4-20- Route Concept Report- State Route 28

There is more recent data on record regarding SR 28 in Kings Beach. In 2001 Caltrans
approved the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project PSR The EIS/EIR for
the project is now underway. It will consider two lane configurations, including four
lanes with stoplights and thres lanes with roundabouts.

Page 4.4-27 and 4.4-67- Standards of significance

The TNT/TMA questions the specific language used to test the D-I"FCF"'; impacts o

transit, parking, and bike and pedestrian use, Why are “conflicts” wilh these services

considered rather than “impacts” on them. It is much easier for the DEIR to argue that the

MVCP does not conTict with transit than it is to argie that it does not impace wansit, The i

appropriate term for an EIR assessment is impact. We believe this will change the
 significance outcome in favor of implementing transit solutions to mitigate traffic

impacts.

Page 4.4-42- 2021 [ntersection LOS Under Proposed Land Use Diagram
Twi figures consistent with Figures 4.4-2 and 4.4-3 should aceompany data detailed in 199
Table 4.4-15 on this page in order to more clearly illustrate the specific number of turning
movement increases generated by the plan which drive the LOS gutlined in the Table.

Page 4.4<43- Unmitigated Roadway LOS
Takle 4.4-16 should include SR 26728 intersection, plus transit/bike/pedestrian enly on 18-10

Schaffer Mill Road connection.
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Page 4.4-51-53- 2021 Intersection LOJ Mitigation Measures for Froposed Land Use
Diagram 4

The mifigation proposed in Table 4.4-20 recommends increasing roadway capacity at the
SR 267/5R18 intersection to improve LOS reduced by development propesed in the
MVCP. This mitigation should instead require a fair-share funding plan for transit
operaling and capital improvements,

19-11

y Pig& 4.4-66-68- Policies and Implementation Programs
5.B.3: This goal should be more specific in regard to the recommendation-on Page 73 of
the Plan to form a Community Service Area to fund ongeing transit operations,

19492

3.B.5: This policy should be expanded to require not only “ski resorts and other
recreational providers™ to develop transit systems, but should aleo include residential and
commercial developments. Additicnally, this policy should require participation by ALL 19-13
dc‘-’:lc:pmﬂns in coordinating public and private transit operations. Nat doing so will
result in an ineffective piscemeal system of disconnected private shuttie systems.
Please add a policy that supports the use of I'TS solutions for transit capital and

operations funding,

Policy 5.C.1: In order to remain consistent with other eastern Placer County community
plan documents. as well as mitigation requirements for existing Martis Valley
developments, add a policy that requires transportation entities and new residential,
commercial and recreational developments to maintain membership in TNT/TMA.

To date, the TNT/TMA has been succsssful in working with local, regional agencies and

;!m'-.-abq: partners on a variety of TSM measures on the Hwy, 89 and 267 Comridors. Such 19-14

improvements include:

* Development of the Truckee Shutile, which operates betwesn Tahos City and
Truckee on Hwy. 23;

*  Obtain grant funding for CNG powered transit vehicles;

# Obtain State Transit Planning Assistance Grant funding for Reno-Truckee-North
Lake Tahoe commuter service,

= Facilitate public-private funding for expanded seasonal transit service on Hwy, §9
and 267. ‘

*  Ongoing coordination of summer and winter public-private transit mirketing
programs

We look forwird to continuing and expanding similar partnerships as growth occurs on

the Hwy. 267 Corridor. :

Page 4.4-67-68- Implementation Programs

L. The County shall worl with the Flacer County Transportation Planning Agency
to periodically review and updating its short-range transit plan at least as often ' 18-15
ds required by State Law, '

Because of identified transit impacts the MVCP will have outside of the plan boundaries,

this implementation program should include working with Mevada County Transpartation
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Commission and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency as part of this implementation 19-15
Program. . cont'd

8. The County shall adept and implement funding mechanisms to support adopted
transit plans throughout the County, '

The sele funding source listed under this implementation program item- Transportation

D-:'-::Eupment Act funds- will not edequately fund the transit increises neCessary o serve

the increase in dwelling units, resreation and commercial development as outlined in the

plan.

TDA funding is based on census data, which tracks only full time residents. Considering
tl'l..ﬁ pru;%m;:d 20 percent permanent occupancy figure cited in the plan, this will only very l
slightly increase TDA funding in the plan area- clearly not enough 1o fund eperations
necessary to mitigate allowed growth,

A similar challenge is found on the Lake Tahoe side of Placer County, where TDA funds | 19-18

a:r:_a!lncated based on the 10,000 +/- permanent resident population, but do not address
major population fluctuations (upwards of 100,000 per day during peak seasons) due to
seasonzl second home use, hotel accommodations, and recreation hube,

Whille brief n:_f:rl:ncl: is made o formation of a Community Service Area {C3A) to fund
ongeing transit operations (Page 74), it is only a “recommendation,” not the requirement
it should be. More telling of the Martis Valley Community Flan's true intention is the
above-referenced text, which lists TDA as the caly transit funding source,

Formation and continued operation of & CSA that funds hath transit capital and
operations funding should be Eisteg under the Implementation Program heading as a
separately-numbered item. This requirement should further state that the CSA will be
funded through available TDA, develaper fees, ongoing development fees, coopetative
agreements with other public and private transit providers, and other funding sources.

A table outlining how the organization will be imphm.cnu:d., and & proposed transit
capital gnd operational improvement program that links those improvements to specific
stages of development should also be included.

Page 4.4-70- Impact 4.4.8- Cumulative Tmpacts to Regional Highway Facilities
Given the significant LOS impacts of the proposed plan to the SR 287267 intersection,

impacts o SR 89 from Truckee to Tahoe City and SR 28 from Tahoe City to the Mevada -
state line east of its intersection with SR 267 in Kings Beach should also be included in

the EIR analysis.
|
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide iripul on the Martis Valley Comminity Plan
DEIR. We look forward to a timely response,

Jernifer Mer

Executive Director

ce:  TMT/TMA Board of Directors -
Rex Bloomfielid, Placer County Board of Supervisors, District §
Mike Harper, Chair, Tahoe Transportation District
Tim Hackworth, Placer County Department of Public Works, Director
Bill Combs, Flacer County Flanning Department, Senior Planner
Juan Palma, Tshoe Begional Planning Agency, Director
Carl Hasty, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Deputy Director
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LETTER 19: JENNIFER MERCHANT, TRUCKEE NORTH TAHOE TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

Response 19-1:

Response 19-2:

Response 19-3:

Response 19-4:

Response 19-5:

Response 19-6:

Response 19.7:

Response 19-8:

Response 19-9:

Response 19-10:

Response 19-11:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

Implementation of the project is not expected to result in a land use mix or
development that would obstruct existing or future transit use. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to
provide for transit services.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

The commentor is referred to Appendix B of this document, which consists of
a revised traffic analysis of the project and includes the information
provided by the commentor.

The commentor is referred to Appendix B of this document, which consists of
a revised traffic analysis of the project and includes the information
provided by the commentor.

The term “conflict” comes directly from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

Turn movement volume data associated with the Proposed Land Use
Diagram is provided in Appendix A of this document.

Table 4.4-16 of the Draft EIR presents roadway LOS, not intersection LOS.
Intersection LOS is provided in Tables 4.4-15, 4.4-17, 4.4-18, and 4.4-19 of the
Draft EIR.

Improving transit service through the area may be beneficial, but would not
result in avoiding the need to improve the SR 267/SR 28 intersection. As it
would not mitigate the impact, it was not provided as a separate mitigation
measure.

Placer County
May 2003
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Response 19-12:

Response 19-13:

Response 19.14:

Response 19-15:

Response 19-16:

Response 19-17:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).
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Letter 20
ARCED o,
WATe 4,
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Date:_ -2 ,";F's'/::;g SN 2
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Attn.: Lori Lawrence ﬁ'{;r-ﬂ;;. " e
Environmental Review Technician A L;{j‘{; Ry
YRR

Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 "B" Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 95803

Re: Draft Em!l;mm-ntal Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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In addition, because the DEIR is so long and complicated, | request that

u extend iod for comments until the end of Furthermore
because of the inadequacy of the DEIR, | request that the DEIR be revised and
recircutated,

Sinceraly yours,
(Print Name) BB Llifsad
(Print Address) PO 8es ftizz

Thuckon (4 Firde

Fe: Draft Enﬂmnmnﬂl_lmp&:ﬂ_: Report !ll_l:'l_l'ie_!"l??ﬂlﬂd Martis Valley Pg. 2 el
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LETTER 20:

Response 20-1:

Response 20-2:

Response 20-3:

BoB WILSON, RESIDENT

Commentor offers an opinion without establishing a basis for changing the
projected permanent occupancy rate of 20 percent. As discussed in Section
4.4 Transportation/Circulation, the “...assumption that 20 percent of the
residences in Martis Valley will be full-time residences was based upon the
review of the existing number of homes that are second homes in the Martis
Valley area. As the proportion of homes used as full-time residences is
actually presently lower than 20 percent and as the trip generation of full-
time residents is higher than that of second homes, this assumption result in
conservative (i.e. “high”) estimates of total trip generation.” (Pages 4.4-33
through 34 of Section 4.4 in the Draft EIR). Commentor is also referred to
Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply and
Potential Water Surface Effects).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR),
and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project). The
commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the infrastructure cost,
housing cost, air and water quality issues. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the
Draft EIR provide an extensive analysis of the Martis Valley Community Plan
per CEQA. In addition, the commentor states that the Draft EIR must be
prepared and recirculated prior to further consideration by the County of
the project. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration
of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Regarding
extending the comment period, the commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period).

Placer County
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Letter 21

11414 "B" Ave.
Auburm, Ca. 95803

Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrenca:
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Rapﬂrt for the Proposed Martis Valley

Date: 'I.Jq ]'S‘, }oel A r. ,L;', .\ e
wJ A6
Altn.: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician pj,_ﬂ-‘lhf-n,.i. I
Placer County Planning Dept. EULLHTE LR Preg A
i)

Re: Drafi Environmantal Imnact Renart far the Beanacad Madie Walla.
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s the DEIR is so long

eriod for comments unti end of Augu Furthe 2113
becausa of the inadequacy of the DEIR, | request th IR be revised

recincul

Sincerely yapwr ML;H

(Print Name) PAIL  VATISTAS
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LETTER 21: PAUL VATISTAS, RESIDENT

Response 21-1:

Response 21-2:

Response 21-3:

Response 21-4:

Response 21-5:

Response 21-6:

Response 21-7:

Response 21-8:

Response 21-9:

Response 21-10:

Comments received on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR will be provided
all members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy). The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

Table 4.2-10 of the Draft EIR specifically notes that the 20,467 dwelling unit
count is “gross potential dwelling units” and further notes the adjusted
dwelling unit capacity as 9,220 dwelling units. Footnotes for Table 4.2-10
describes how the adjusted dwelling unit capacities were determined.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area). The proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan does not propose or require that residential units be
provided over residential garages.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). In addition, the traffic analysis is not based upon the
number of people per household, but on the number of dwelling units.
Traffic impacts to SR 267/SR 28 are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.4-39
through -70. It was essentially assumed that the percentage of people that
now tow boats to the lake from Martis Valley and Truckee will remain the
same in the future.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) and Response to Comment 21-7. Draft EIR page 4.4-33 and
-34 specifically describes the assumptions regarding trip generation
between permanent residents and second homes.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) and Response to Comment 21-7.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) and Response to Comment 21-7.

Placer County
May 2003
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Response 21-11: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

Response 21-12: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period).

Response 21-13: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period). The commenter also requests that the County prepare a
revised Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the
Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.
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Letter 22
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Attn.: Lor Lawrence Pm”” m“[" UEj eﬂ |,[
Enviranmental Review Technician

Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 “B" Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Envirenmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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Sincerely yours,

{Print Name)
{Print Address)

.
Re: Draft Environmental impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallay i )
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2004072050 P '
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LETTER 22: KELLY C. GEORGE, RESIDENT

Response 22-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period).

Response 22-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for the Development Conditions in the
Plan Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Response 22-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).
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[Lori Lawrence - DL response to Draft EIR for Martis Valley - 7-28 doc - D—— "~ Page

Letter 23

Juky 28, 2002

M. Lon Lawrence
Envirenmental Review Clerk
Placer County Planning Depr.
11414 "B" Avenue

Avbhum, CA 95603

RE: Matice of Preparation of the Diraft EIR for the Marts Valley Commmunity Flan Update
Deear Ms. Lawrence:

We are providing these comments for the EIR for the Mastis Valley Community Plin
Updlate.

l. Changed circumstances in the Martds Valley

Shnnhemg'amhuc}ungad:hmti:aﬂyhsr I??i,dzwinpmuf nt propasals ame

secumularing ar a rapid pace. Changes inc Thxmramﬁ:g Highway 367, expansions at

MTmm?ﬂmmn]ﬂwmmﬂmvhom,thenmgcﬂMﬁmﬂmthm

1 mmillion square feet of new commercial development. A critical reevaluation is imperarive

due o

+  pommainment for ozone and PM10

»  patential limitations on sustinable yield of groundwater from the Martis Valley Aquifer 23.4

s loss of 20,000 acres of habatar and forest land due to Martis Valley Fire with long.tenm
implications for polhued water run-off 1o the Truckee Rivier

e lack of adequate waste water treatment Facilities

Since 1975, new laws inchade:

o the Califomia Clean Air Act

»  Californm CEQA Act

= Califomia Endangered Species Act

& The IS Envircnmental Agency’s creation of new air qualiy standards

The new must consider the rd cirumstances m the Plan area, new information
ahout environmental sensitivicy, new and how development will affect the emvironment.

2. The MVCP Updare needs to PRECEDE any blanker approval for development, inchiding
the following:
Hoplins Ranch
Esglewnond 232
Marnis Creek Estates

Run
Morthstar Village and Morthstar Employee Housing

Morthstar Mid Meunt project
MORE
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| Lorl Lawrsnce - DL response to Draft EIR for Martis Valley - 7-28.doc — Page
Page 2
- :cnmiuundj The MVCE Update needs 1o FRECEDE any blanket approval for
proent, including the following (comtimed):
» Lahoatan-Siler Brothers
»  Waddel Ranch 23-2
*  Sierra Pacific Howsing and Ski Resort Cont'd
These development plans MUST be consistent with the Mastis Valley General Plan, We
urge the County t inform each project proponent that e?chﬁclnjm will not be considered
price to the update being completed and to bring the project before the Board for denial
action if necessary under the permit stroamlining act.
Owur major chjections inchude:
a. Widening of 267 to 4 lanes without sufficisnt research - if widened, thiz wall create huge
traffic baclups near Marthsear, as 267 st remain 2 Lines going into the Tahoe 233
Basin
b. Recommendations of two traffic lights at Northstar and Morthstar’s new employes
housing entrance - again without the proper research and mitigation effors; this will 234
create a huge road block on 267.
c. Especially concemed with Exst/"West’s proposed development at Northstar - tripling of | 215
SIEC
d. Mmost important, the nination of 2 riparian wetland habirar near the Northstar Village
in order to build a “spur road” which will aecommedate future growdh and 23-6
CONSLILCTION CIEWS
e, 9,000 new housing units for the Valley s TOO MUCH! | 237
Other objections: '
#  The NOP lacks information about the proposed projects, project settings and proposed
approach to analyzing each area of impac. b
*  We're also concemed that the following information needs to be considerad:
a. Lahontan Regional Water Quality Conteal Board's development of Total Masismum Daily
b. The Witershed Study currendy being completed a0
. Hihitat Conservation Plan for Placer Counry
d. te of the 1994 P]acrr(:bl.mtyﬂen.erﬂ Plas, i;-p:luﬂi_nE Placer Counry HL‘ru.t.u:E Element
& Tahoe Trackes Anpor plan
MORE
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE

DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

[Lori Lawrencs - DL responss o Draft ETR ior Martls Valley - 7-28 doc

Page 3
Crher objections:

for project-related and
C. Project Deseriptions and 5

D. Land Use snd B
; Use and Planning: the
b:nmful[‘)rsmped. It would

current MVGE
tesult in substantial soil erosion

areas, staff expertise assipned to svaluate bislogical resource §

MORE

hmmmmmedsmhc&d:ﬂmmof-ﬁ T
B ﬁcm* ﬁmﬂ”r‘.’ ﬂ;&tﬂr COles mmugJ:;fn TJ:T:T;; :}u mn%:,m o 23-10
B geographic s }'Pﬂeﬂsmbedz:nbec[fare;;haulofw"I 2. ok i

. I i
+ etting information are woefully inadeq
pending and foreseeable projects in the Martis Valley, inchuding the portions of the

 description of the existing development in the Marts, v/ the existing narural
features, the extent of non-disturbed habiar and the wmv:hpm;:ud

a pma:htodmaualp:‘:uﬂandusemdphm.ug' Eistes must
ﬁ: useful if the EIR could inchude an appendic mbl:m

comparing by policy topics the propesed new policies and th arable polici

bﬁ:egﬂ??_’r ﬁgﬂ? general plans, The Mﬁzmﬂcu.:;nf?:hnd m?mlim 2343

md;::ndu Q&Gmd_&hnes_aud existing County policies, The EIR must assess
propased project will conflict with any applicable lind use plin or policy.

E. Population snd Housing: 'The EIR must assess whether the roect will induce
r . - i Ed B
sub?-'hn‘u-.llpclvpuhuo.n Eryumhenijnrdmrdymindhud}rmrﬂe proposed
project will displace existing housing or people. The EIR should also addpss fmw 43
ds lanned for the o
oty o or the proposed MVCP compares to the density potential under the

E. Geology TI:J:ELRm:ssesswd:uh:rﬂ;epmpcsedpmpn' expase peop
- - a e WH
Structures to seismic and slope instability rsks and whether the proposed F:.JSim m 2315

G. Biological Rescurces and Werlands: the NOP comains 3 ’ ipti
! es o ands: brief de
section on biological resource impacts, mmpiﬁmgmﬁ&gm:ﬁfm

wﬂmfﬁclmﬂhcﬂpahﬂtsir’;munghdogxdmm A devailed analysss of
cgical resources must be prepared by 2 qualified,

uate, and owst inchude the

the propased project 2316
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[ Lori Lawrence - DL response to Draft EIR for Marts Valiey - 7-28.doc__ . == ~ Page
Page 4
Espectally vulnerable is the threatened Labontan cunthroat trous - and cther endangered
species. An analysis of all possible species affected by these developments must be part 2316
of the ETTL | Cont'd

The analysis of hiclogical impacts must take ino conssderation the loss of habmat due to
the Marris Valley Fire.

H Water. The EIR must determine whether development of the proposed project would result
in the violation of any water quality standands, deplete g,mr.nd'u.rvlaur supplies or mrerfers
with groundwster recharge, alter the exsting draimage parrern of the site or resudt in
substantial new amounts of polluted nmeff. Sipnificant impacts w water quality are
highly likely as a result of the proposed projeet because of extensive prading and because
of pew roads, smow-making, paving and water wage associsted with new development.
mﬂwmmﬁﬂmmwﬂlﬂhﬂrxmﬁm“ﬂmﬁmwcr
features fed by existing proundwater resources, This analysis must include: a delineation
g[allweﬂ:uﬂsvmﬁ:d by the T8 Army of Engineers; an analysis of the project’s 2347
impacts on wetlands as a result of grading, placement of facilities, pelluted runoff and |
potential use of groundwater; an avoidance aliematve consisrent with the requirements
of the US Army of Engineers, the Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game and the
Rrglona] Warer Control Beand; a discussion of standards by which regulazory
agencies evaluate proposals for development that may directly or indirectly impact
wetlands; an analysis of the impacts of the we of sand and de-icers on water quality; site
development standards that property developers and owners will use to meet warer
qnaln;:rsund:lnk methods for treating and retaining onesite storm water nunaff from all
new impervious surface areas, including roads, parking areas, rooftops and driveways.

I.  Adr Qualy TheETRmmmnmnﬂﬂwmughanaIymuIm rlil:dandnmnhm
impacts to air qualicy for the entire air basin, including ceone tansport from the
Sacramento area, Constraction period impacts mmtbtan:}l}lzzdfordle pm;ectmdan
a cumnilative basis. The Southern Sierra Air Quality Management District has aleady 248
cotmmentad that czone levels could inerease to unhealthful krvels and measures need 1o
be raken to mitigate, Such measures should melude 3 prohibition ca wood-burning
devices associated with the projeet,

J. Transpoitation - The approach to transportation and circulation should be revised to reflect
the comments of Gordon Shaw, EIR Traffic consultant at the July 16 Mars Valley
Cornmunity Advisery Comesttee seeting. Mr. Shaw outlined the parameters of the

mraffic study inchoding study aneas, peak periods o be and ar least 46 alternative
model nuns to evaluare the proposed project and project tves dunng at least two
peak Pcliods, Eey rermaining unresolved msues inchede: assumptions abowt full and 23-18

part-ume residents; g:og,nph.m stud}r area (should include the commure-shed for
tl‘.l:‘:l-].Djﬂch, assumptions mnc:rﬁ future expanded and additional recreation facilities,
whech will draw more d:q-wsn:rs mare. The transportation analysis alse mos
inchude an evaluation of the impacts associated with the construetion period activities of
the project, and cumulative projects in the area. The most recent Caltrans information
shows 1,500 vehscles per day north of Schaffer Mill Road and 8,700 south of Schaffer
Ml Rmd on 167, The project ETR must indicate at what threshold of new developrment

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-370
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E Lori Lawrence - DL response o Draft EIR for Martis Valley - 7-2d.doe _ S ~ Pag
267 maust be expanded wo four lanes. Alse, since the proposed projest contabutes to the 2318
need for this widening, the impacts of widening 267 and possibly 80 st also be Cont'd

L. Moise — The ETR. must analyzs the osed project's impact on ambient noke levels ona
permanent and temporary besss, ing construction, snow making, airport expansion 33.20
and inereased developmenr. Thresholds of significance must inchide both short-term
thresholds and long term.
M. Pubﬁcﬂw&is,lﬁh'ﬂ,sclﬂmﬂﬁpaﬂ:: The EIR must analyze the mereased demand for
all essenmial public services and wtilities rguling from the proposed project’s addition of
new residents and visitos, as well as the curnulative demand. The EIR must determme St

whether service capaciy exists and mmst provide information about the curment capacity
of schools, parks, wastewater treatment system, snow removal and landfills, ‘The EIR,
alse must inclede current levels of service and response time for fire, police and
EMEFRENCY SErvices. Where Expansion af services would have snvironmenrs] impacts,

the EIR must analyze those impacts as well
MORE
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[ Cor Lawrence - OL respanse to Dralt EIR for Marlis valey - 7-28.doc

-

Page &

M. Wastewater: the EIR, must assess whether the proposed project can adequately be served by .

existing wastewater rreatment facilities or whether the ed project would re
comstruction of new teatment facilities, Tn the Place Cnmqrpmpw G:ﬂ:gif'lm me
Beport dated August 16, 1994, the density provided for the Martis Valley “can only be
achieved through the development of wastewater treatment facilities.” The lack of
adequate wastewater testment capacicy s 2 serous canstraint on development in the
Marts Valley.

O Aesthencs: The EIR must analyze proposed project’s impacts on assthetics, 1 inp scenic
vicras, scenic resources (incloding trees), visual character of the sie, mmmmmmn%m
ar Ehl\: to the area. The Coun:l:}"rh:chd all of the ;i.n-picl',s a% P@:nﬁaﬂy;igﬂfm

I view of 2ll of the above, we respectfully ask the County to provide the public with a
fusther oppostunity to provide input concerning the adequacy of the proposed approach and
scope of the impact analyses. We also further urge the County to defer consideration of
indrvidual development projects unil completion of the MVCF Update and it ETE.

Thanks agam for the opporrunity to provide these comments. As residents and vocers in
your district, & is our aim to uphold the quality of life in the Miris Valley.

Sincercly,

David Landis

hailing address: 2032 Scott St., San Franckeo, CA 94115
Nm?hmrac[sﬂwﬁ: 4018 Ski View, Truckes, CA %8161

¥

415.551.0888

ce: Judy Creek, plinning commussioner, Placer County
Community Development Director, Town of Truckee
Flacer County Water

Rex Blomfield, Board of Supervisars, Placer County
Director of Planning, Mevada County Planning Dieps.
Begional Water Chality Control Board, Labontan Region
Morthem Sierra Air Oualicy Management District
California Depr. of Fish & Game

Calrans

US Army Corps of Engineers

Tahoe Martional Forest

US Fish & Wildlife Service

1S Environmental Protection Agency

LR

2322
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 23:

Response 23-1:

Response 23-2:

Response 23-3:

Response 23-4:

Response 23-5:

Response 23-6:

Response 23-7:

Response 23-8:

Response 23-9:

DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

Comment noted. The information provided by the commentor was
considered in the analysis of the Draft EIR. Since no comments regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy).

Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) provides a detailed analysis of
traffic impacts of the project, including consideration of the need to widen
SR 267 and the extent of development that would need to be reduced to
avoid a 4-lane facility (Draft EIR pages 4.4-30 through -61). The commentor
is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) provides a detailed analysis of
traffic impacts of the project, including intersection improvements
associated SR 267/Northstar Drive (Draft EIR pages 4.4-30 through -56). The
future intersection of SR 267/Highland Drive is not expected to need to be
signalized based on current traffic studies for the intersection. However, it is
acknowledged that the Martis Valley Community Plan identifies the
signalization of this intersection. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Buildout of the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort community as part of the Martis
Valley Community Plan was considered in analysis of the Draft EIR.

This comment is specifically related to project component associated with
the proposed Northstar Village expansion project. The commentor is
referred to the Northstar Village Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No.
2001012081).

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. The NOP was prepared in compliance with the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15082(a). Since no comments regarding
the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

Water resource improvement efforts within the Truckee River watershed were
considered and referenced in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of
the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-1 through -22). Planned expansion of the
Truckee-Tahoe Airport associated with the 1998 Truckee-Tahoe Airport Master
Plan was considered in the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project)
regarding the recent update of the Placer County Housing Element and
3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) regarding consideration of the Placer
Legacy program.
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Response 23-10:

Response 23-11:

Response 23-12:

Response 23-13:

Response 23-14:

Response 23-15:

Response 23-16:

Response 23-17:

Response 23-18:

Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR specifically notes the standards of
significance used in evaluating project effects on the environment. These
standards of significance included significance criteria set forth in the Placer
County Environmental Review Ordinance.

The commentor suggests that the study area for the environmental analysis
was not adequate, but fails to note where the perceived deficiencies are.
Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide an extensive discussion of
the extent of project and cumulative impact analysis that is considered
adequate for the purposes of CEQA. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in
the Draft EIR).

Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide an extensive discussion of
existing setting conditions as well as the extent of project and cumulative
impact analysis that is considered adequate for the purposes of CEQA. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy).

Section 4.1 (Land Use) of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of relevant land
use plans associated with the Plan area and addresses potential consistency
issues with the applicable plans (Draft EIR pages 4.1-4 through -39).

Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR provides an
analysis of project effects on population and housing as well as it’s
consistency with buildout projections under the Placer County General Plan
(Draft EIR pages 4.2-15 through -28).

Section 4.8 (Geology and Soils) of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of
project effects associated with geologic and seismic stability in the Plan area
(Draft EIR pages 4.8-25 through -39).

Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of
project effects on biological resources in the Plan area and region, including
natural resource mapping a description of applicable laws, regulations and
policies associated with biological resources. This analysis included
consideration of impacts on special-status species, wetland resources,
riparian habitat and habitat loss.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6 and 23-
16.

Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of project effects
associated with air quality under project and cumulative effects (Draft EIR
pages 4.6-9 through -20). The commentor is referred to Response to
Comment M-7.
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Response 23-19:

Response 23-20:

Response 23-21:

Response 23-22:

Response 23-23:

Response 23-24:

Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR provides an
extensive analysis of project traffic impacts, including its cumulative effects
(Draft EIR pages 4.4-27 through -73). This analysis includes consideration of
the need to widen SR 267 and the extent of development that would need
to be reduced to avoid a 4-lane facility and traffic impacts to Interstate 80
(Draft EIR pages 4.4-30 through -73). The commentor is also referred to
Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of project noise
effects, including construction, traffic, stationary airport noise impacts (Draft
EIR pages 4.5-19 through -34).

These public services and the associated effect of buildout under the
project were addressed in Section 4.11 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR.

Wastewater treatment service was specifically addressed on pages 4.11-51
through -62 of the Draft EIR.

Visual resource impacts associated with the project were specifically
addressed on pages 4.12-9 through -37 of the Draft EIR.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR must be prepared and recirculated
prior to further consideration by the County of the project. The County
considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) regarding
consideration of development projects.
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Letter 24

GER CoO

July 31, 2003 o oatE u""?}-
RECEIVED

Lar{ Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician aUG 19 007

Placer County Planning Dept.

11414 “B* Ave. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, Ca. 95803

Re: Draft Envirommental Impact Report for the Proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 20810872858

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Placer County 1s embarking on a Habitat Conservation

Plan, which would protect the diversity of life in this
region. Since the studies for the Martis Valley have not
been done, 1t 15 especially important that the information
on biolegical resources Tor the Community Plan. which seeks|
to guide the development of the Vallay for the next 20
years, be as detailed and accurate as possible.

It is impassible to identify which land to develop and
which land to preserve in order to assure continued
survival of plants and animals of concern, unless the 24.4
County develops more detailed information about species,
which currently depend on the Hartis Valley, for their

habitats.

Also. isn't there a more precise method for determining
migration corridors, such as radio collars on species of
concern, rather than "read kill data"? What width of
migration corridor {s required for mule deer and ather
migratory species? What are the names of other animal and

plant species that might be affected?

How is 1t possible to téll whether the proposed development
will have an impact on the vegetation and wildlife of the
Martis Walley 1f you consider the Placer County portion as
an "Island"? The Placer Co. portion of the Valley 1s part
of a larger ecosystem, and I know the CEQA law requires you
to describe the Valley in much greater detail.

Because of the ipnadequacy of the DEIR in these and many
other areas, you must revise the Martis Valley DEIR and re- | 242

issue it for public comment.

Chasder Tallenron
16 M. Lake &lud

Tonee Visk (e Q6140

Thank you.

% sia
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LETTER 24: CHARLES PATTERSON, RESIDENTS

Response 24-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment F-12. Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR specifically addresses impacts on
biological resources that utilize the entire region.

Response 24-2: The commentor states that the Draft EIR must be prepared and recirculated
prior to further consideration by the County of the project. The County
considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period).
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Letier £o
LUTIIETIL W LNE FULIC REYIEYY LIdil

Martis Valley Community Plan

I support the following pelicies, all of which are in the current draft of the Martis
Valley Community Plan:
«  Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development.,
»  Prohibiting "big box" developments by limiting single use commerical square
footage to no more than 35,000 square feet,
« Protecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.
= Requirements for providing employee housing, and incentives to build affordable
housing.
 Increased transit opportunities.
+ Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails.
+ 5mall, neighborheod commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles.
= Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-
ments.
+ Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the
Martis Valley area,
+ County cooperation with the neighboring jurisdictions of Truckee and Mevada
County on planning issues.
Further cumments {Use back of paper if neaded):

i G’?é‘z_f' B‘(L_‘Lp- Q[‘,.S;,r J—L., ?..,:,; € o Q) @ co K M
:&_lfxﬂk}:&ﬂ L‘u'h' L3 P *JII'-"H& =|'.'_'u:t el !'?fn-h-ﬂ. f'“lzmj - r*-».’:. ]-:Ju‘f =

L 1em'ﬁ n-} ik, mﬁn_é._ruﬁ;_mcm_?_m ﬁi.?mplfr_n ?J &
"'LUIIL&J‘; .:.JL_.C.,.:{- ! b o R dﬁ' 4 7 !;ﬁ-tﬂ.ﬁ EIEI‘ __f_’r_h'.r? woihe o EII kan # b

= paTE: B.5.0T

SIGNED:

y faile f’ff*'ﬁﬁuqi-;\, £iEny
e-mail or phone | .

Nome (Please peint clegiiy)
1493 ¢ ( Expan b e, er:
Address 1 J

rlthee = (it Gl 3

ity ) State  Fip

IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19

To: Flacer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburm, EAC% GEER Eﬂu

Or e-mail your comments to: planning@placer.ca.gov DATE
The Placer County Planning Department phone number is 530-889- 4m-HEGE|"u’ED

AUG [ 5 f0iz

PANNING NFPARTMFI
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LETTER 25: AARON REVERE, RESIDENT

Response 25-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan and feels that the document does a fair job of balancing
environmental, recreational, and economic interests. No further response is
necessary.
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Letter 26

o
N e Lﬂ‘“"ld" B> :

Crom July 31, 2002
Placer County Board of Sum%%ﬂEgA.?_Enu&hp D EGCEIVE
RECEIVED

175 Fulweiler Avenue

Aubum, CA 95603 a5 5 Iﬂ LUG 05 201

Dear Board of SquimmPl,ﬁNN?”G Dr. s }—:-_;'i‘:EN-],E ZARD OF SUPERVISOEZ

The followjng are my comments and concerns relating to the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for Martis Valley. Please respond to the questions and conecerns that [ will
cnumerate for you in this letter. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this input

from an average, voting citizen.

Mest of my concems revolve around the “Altematives” section of the EIR, and the lack

of range of alternatives. To the layperson, it appears that you have only considered the
options of a) lots of development; b) more development; and ¢) even maore development.
Please also consider studying the impact of exploring a wider range of options for this
land use. Some of my alternative ideas follow:

1. Can you also study the impact of NOT allowing ANY more new galf cours=g to this area?

2. Can you also smdy the impact of allowing FEWER than 5 golf courses to this srea, for example,
allowing only | or 27

3. - Can you also study the impact, and figure out what level/mumber of new dwellings and residents
would necessitate the widening of Highway 267 from o 2 lane to a 4 lane to mitipate traffic hack.
ups? What is the “breaking pont™ figure for this? Can you study the impact of limiting the
development of new dwellings to stay below this “rigger” number? Can you study the mnpact of
leaving 267 o 2 lane highway?

4. 1am baffled by your "20%% cccupancy™ figure and how you come up with such a low number, Can
you show me the data and logic used to derrve this 20% occupancy figure? Can you also stdy the
impact to the local ares if this figurs were cloger to 40% oceupancy, which | belisve to be more
reasonable? Can you study and evaluste the effect of the world-wids aging demographic (the
“preying of America”) on the oceupancy of these new dwellings in Martis Valley? What is the
likelihood of retired persons moving todliving permanently in their former “vacation™ homes?
Preity high, expericnce would tell us,

5. Om a similar nete, can you show me the factelogic of assuming a 2.5 person DECURARCY Per new
dwelling? lzn’t this number lower than the national avereges? What arc the national averages for
2 and 3 home oceupaney? Can you stady the impact of adjusting this figure to a more likely
eltemative, such as 4 people per dwelling? Can you then study the impact that this new figure
would heve on the rest of your EIR? Please help me “eoanect the dots™ on where you came up
with this 2.5 figure. Don't vacationing people tend to invite others 1o join them? Have family
reanions? Vacation/family parties? My experience tells me that the number of peopls staying in a
wvacation home 15 oftén greater than the number of people staying at a permanent resident. Can this
be studied as well?

Planning Dicect

26-2

26-3

26-4

255

26-6
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6. Can you study the impact of the “worst possible case” of develepment? What would the impact he
it‘l]_u developers ook the development b it°s sutside, l=gal It ._inchuding mdumbpmmfaﬁ
options and looking out ever at least a 30 year period? What would our worst case scenario loak
like?

7. Canyou ;n-d:,: the impact of setling a maximum cap on the total dwellings allowed? [Carreatly, it
appears there & i cap?) Or, can you sfudy the impact of setting a maximum cap of 2000 26-8
dwellings? Or, can you study the impact of sefting a maximum cap of dwellings that carrelates to
the earrent, rezsonable capacity of Huy 2677

8. Canyou please let us, the publie, know which of the possible alternatives thae propose
be the most “envirenmentally sensitive™? Aren"t you required by CEQA to mﬁc this hae
information/disclosure?

26-T7

26-9

[} L]
9. Can you study the impact that the increased conpestion of people and cars will have upon the
“desirability” of Truckes and Tahoe as vacation destinations? | fear a large, negative impact on the
horizon as people sit in waffic, can't find parking, or overwhelm the public parks and beaches.
Since these new residents in these new dwellings are unilikely to stay home everyday. ..can you 26-10
study the impact of the load of this population descending on our public and private seriees?
(What's the impact on Beaches, Recreation Centers, Parks, Doctors, RetailDining Establishments,

ete.)?

10. Can you PLEASE siudy the alternative of requiring the develaper to provide for 100% cmployes
housing 1o cover for ALL job increases cansed by the new development. D we not already have a
severe affordable houging shortage here in the Truckee and Tahoe area? Alo, what about studying
the impact of jobs created and not accounted for in your ETR, for example, hew many new
landseaping, maid, child care, and other relnted jobs will be crested to service the needs of this 26-11
new community? What about the ripple effiect on the rest of the service-providing employers in
our area... will they not need o add jobs 1o keep up with increased demands for poods and
services? Where will thesz people be able to afford to Fve with our current housing shortage? Can
you exzmine this issue more deeply, and get a more realistic figure of new jobs ereated by this
development? Can thess mare realistic fgures be used to determine what “providing 100%

housing for employees™ really means?

11. PLEASE...study the impact of MOT allowing a “mitigation fund” in liew of providing ad
3 : ; ding adequate
and immediately available employee housing, ¥

12. Regarding the current interpretation of “open space™ Can you study the impact of NOT allowing
golf couTses pob: counted 85 “open space™T7177 What i the impact of a gelf course lsid down 26-12
OVET an existing m]l:lll.f:_:wndnr'i" How does a golf course impact our natural vistas, which are one
of the purposes of retaining open space? Pleace look into these serious issuss more carefully.

13. As a REAL alternative. .. please sudy the impace of transferring development rights, Smdy the
impact of ranslering development rights to a group or individual who will preserve and protect
this unigue environment for future generations to enjoy. Can you gtudy the impact of some 26-13
reduced density alternatives that sre more consistent with biclogical goals for this region and it"s

wildlife/habitat.

7 14. Regarding the “range™ given for the number of new dwelling units proposed (7,956 - 10,311)
PLEASE study the impact of using s more reasonable range with a larger range of numbers, such
az 1,000 to 8,000 or 2ven 0 1o S000). Study the fmpact of lowering the bottom number on this

range to create REAL aliemartivas.

26-14
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15.

16, Can you stady the economic impact that the new retail/commercial ;
existing downtowns (old and new town Truckes)? ercial space will have upon our 26-15

17. Can you study the impast that the demand for new employess will have on the existing labor
shorage in our r:gipn? What is the cumulative impact of this employes shortage? Where wil| 26-186
employees be recruiled from? Where will they be commuting from? What impact will all of this
have on traffic, the price of labor (wages), highway safety, stc,7

18. The Proposed Plan i based on almeost 30 vear obd Tand use desienat i
i ] . 1gnations. Can you study th
of offering &n analysis to suppont the prior Jand designations in the DEIR? friioet 2617

In closing, o majof purpose of the Envirenmental Analysis is to create informatio it ]
makers and the PUBLIC to distinguish among the lﬂ{cJ:mun-irnnmmmlI::d ather m'ﬂﬁmﬂ
alternatives :rudi:-,d. This draft EIR. appears 1o have been prepared with the view of SUPPORTING a level
c-fd:vnhp:!-nm (ie-the Proposed Flan) without regsrd for a legitmmate analysis of development alternatives i
for the project area. Can you please study the impact of some of the varied and legitimate development
zlmam‘cle mggulud in this letter? Specifically, can County staff re-irculate 8 new drafi EIR mm]udng
on alternative with ZERO additional development, and one with mare minimal additional development? -

w you for your prompt respanse and attention to my comments on the Draft EIR. 26-1
This is development project with far-reaching impacts, and 1 am counting on you all to o
make prudent and well-informed decisions for us all.

Thank you,

Neney Nobriga i
13105 Moraine #3
Truckee, CA 96161
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LETTER 26: NANCY NOBRIGA, RESIDENT

Response 26-1:

Response 26-2:

Response 26-3:
Response 26-4:

Response 26-5:

Response 26-6:

Response 26-7:

Response 26-8:

Response 26-9:

Response 26-10:

Response 26-11:

The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 26-2.
The commentor is referred to Tsble 4.4-28 in the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) regarding the 20 percent
occupancy figure. Additionally, the commentor is referred to Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the
demographics in the Plan area. The commentor’s statement about an
aging society that will require senior services. This is a social issue that is not
subject to CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) for a discussion regarding the
number of persons per household.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 26-7 as well as Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of
development potential, assumptions used in the traffic analysis, and impacts
on State Route 267 and other area roadways.

Table 6.0-3 of the Revised Draft EIR and page 6.0-50 note the
environmentally superior alternative.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) in
the Draft EIR for an analysis of traffic impacts on residents in the Plan area
and adjacent communities. The commentor is also referred to Master
Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR),
as well as Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) for an analysis of
population impacts on public services, including parks and recreation.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects on the Project) and Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) for an analysis of employee housing. The
County has adopted a new Housing Element that requires all developments
to provide employee housing. The County has also drafted an Employee

Placer County
May 2003
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Response 26-12:

Response26-13:

Response 26-14:

Response 26-15:

Response 26-16:

Response 26-17:

Response 26-18:

Response 26-19:

Housing Ordinance and Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to further
implement County housing policies. Placer County’s housing policy allow for
paying in lieu fees if employee housing cannot be provided on or offsite.
The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment F-4 regarding the
payment of in-lieu fees.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a - c (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of
the Draft EIR) regarding concerns relating to runoff of fertilizers for the
proposed golf course. Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR
evaluates recreational use impacts on biological resources. The Placer
County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space Land
Designation and does not differentiate between public and private.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) and Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Revised
Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 26-13.

Comment noted. CEQA does not require an analysis of economic impacts.
Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR evaluate the environmental
impacts associated with implementation of the Martis Valley Community
Plan. The Martis Valley Community Plan does acknowledge the Town of
Truckee as the core of Martis Valley.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 26-11.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis), as well as
Sections 3.0 (Project Description), 4.0 (Introduction to the Environmental
Analysis and Assumptions Used), and 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Revised
Draft EIR for an analysis of the Proposed Land Use Diagram, the Existing 1975
Martis Valley General Plan and the other alternative evaluated in the EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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Lettar 27
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Envirenmental Review Technician AUE 19 anpe
Flacer County Planning Dept. e
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LETTER 27:

Response 27-1:

Response 27-2:

Response 27-3:

Response 27-4:

Response 27-5:

Response 27-6:

Response 27-7:

JACOB E. TLOTH, STEPHEN HARRIT AND GEORGE SUBLETT, RESIDENTS

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.8 (Geology and Soils)
regarding concerns associated with the Truckee River, water quality, soil
conditions, erosion, and construction and grading activities. Also refer to
Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a - c (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft
EIR) which require best management practices (BMPs), Chemical
Application Management Programs (CHAMPs), water quality monitoring
programs, and other such mechanisms to prevent water quality impacts
associated with golf courses. The commentor is referred to Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR for the environmental impacts analysis
of biological resources.

Comment noted. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR evaluate the
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Martis Valley
Community Plan, including potential expansion of ski facilities and new ski
facilities as well as other allowed uses. Additionally, the commentor is
referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Use fro Development
Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.3 (Water Quallity), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology
and Water Quallity) regarding concerns associated with surface water runoff
and water quality. Also refer to Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a — c (Page 4.7-
42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft EIR) which require best management practices
(BMPs), Chemical Application Management Programs (CHAMPs), water
quality monitoring programs, and other such mechanisms to prevent water
quality impacts associated with golf courses. The commentor is referred to
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR for the environmental
impacts analysis of biological resources.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 27-3.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period).

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Letter 28

Comment on the Public Review Draft

ou
Martis Valley Community Plan ov® Sy Wy
RECEIVED

| support the following policies, all of which are in the current draft of the Maptis(i ! @ e
Vaalley Community Plan:

+  Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development. PLANNING DEPARTMEN

« Prohibiting "big box™ developments by limiting single use commerical square
footage to no more than 35,000 square feet.

= Protecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.

« Requirements for providing employee housing, and incentives to build affordable
housing.

+ Increased transit opportunities.

* Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails,

«  5mall, neighborhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles.

» Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-
ments.

-+ Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the
Martis Valley area.

» County cooperation with the neighboring jurisdictions of Truckee and Nevada
County on planning issues.

Further comments (Use back of paper if needed):

ﬁﬁw_%i&%w{fw -
) Ap Asaidenda I

SIGNED: ﬁnﬁ%mw— pate: Yf4)oe.

B Y = ] o= CRO STz T2

------- e-mail or phone

Mame [Please print ¢ eﬁhy.l'
o8l =0l / (hatsle gy 2Is.
Agglrgss )
Al Gl e ol Slelfed

City ' = State  ZIp

IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
To: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603
Or e-mail your comments to: lacer.
The Placer County Planning Department phone number is 530-889-7470.

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 28: HoOLLY VERBECK, RESIDENT

Response 28-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan. No further response is necessary.
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Latter 28
Page 1 of 3
TO: Fl'l‘.'vil Yﬂa!r H c
FROM: Lynre B. Larson RECEIVED
RE: Comments on Proposed Mariis Valley General Plan M D& zﬂﬂi
August 2, 2002 &
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dear Fred,

T appreciate the apportunity to respond o the Proposed Marti Ciene
. 5 Wil i
effort haz gone into the preparation of the doeument and 1 npp-:ciluk?ﬂw mfs':nI:.Ln:i :tanﬂa'hh:..; ;];::;:;_W

I have serious concerns about the proposed plan while acknonledpd

: 15 3 edping the cusrent i
Ifguh plan liladupwd in its current form, the semi-rusal character -uﬂE[anis Vﬂmyﬁ au:nh?gdupmh | 231
and become just another Urban comammity. Tt will become an Aspen, a Vail or worse amother Bay Area. =l

The propased plan seriously threatens the quality of Ij : [
et e s quality of life of and sense of wel] being for both hurnans snd I 29-2
[ am concemed, although you kave assured us that

d  you i yout hiave been in close condact with oth i i
the iacil_:t:ﬁqmal exammation, Hearing from the residents of Kings Beach, Tahoe Vista '='TT:E:-emni.‘:ﬂ'&Eh w::.
other eities along North Lake Tahos, made me realize that we have nat dona our job. : e G

T'will antempt to be specific in my comments by onee again taking the issuss page by pape.

Eage 13, PP 6. "Open Space” is not adequately defined. Whils i
pe L allowin ! it tmipli

th.t_ta gnl:t‘co_u.mn 5 Cepen space”. While some individuals may depm ;r?'mﬁm s “nflm

be inappropriate fo accept a golf course as open space a8 it significantly impacts the hmnmml?un' : wwh:ht

Page 45 (2.8} Envitonmentally Sensitive Lands. * The opea meadow ates visible from Sha i

:nmunbemj with residentisl buildings or terrain altesatinns which detract from the natural i |

aflze::;mﬁ:ﬁ.uh. The open meadow must be protected. Turf of any kind whether it he for a golf eo 28-5

s t m:;_:lﬂ;]bm the terrain, dl:erltm}' the nafral view, creale visual blight and serioushy -iaqu::eﬂu

ytem. Page 38 Policies 2.C. | through 2,07 need to prohibit galf isi
;ﬂ? o protect the scenic corridor 1 recommend Innguage be inchided that wu%ﬂ pﬁﬁ?a:;il:nmsi

"t mect the pressat and future needs of Placer

County Residents and Businesses™ This m:;uld better ae i i
) ; rve Martis Valley if the the langy i
1o say “future needs of Martis Vallsy residents and Businesses”, The current languzge sﬁ;gi::gtwﬁ:

Valley iz a "cash cow" for Placer County,

i i s e Palici In bath eases "shall encourage™ i
language leaves room for negotiation. It must b uired, Fither i i ity Xy
means that it is not negetiahle, I : F R oA BN i

23-6

igies: 1.04 “The County shall assist the Afrport in providing

. Ge i
needed services, ete” Page 31, PP 3. "Future planz for the Ai in i i
. 3 ' irport include an increase in use of
Adrport”_ete.  The County must not emeourage the expansion of the Truckee Tahos Airport. c;a;xgmd i
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Page 2 of 3

residential development and Adirport expansion are not compatible. With or withowt an updated CLUP, the
two will never he compatible. It is folly to think so. If Placer County in concert with Mevada County docs 29-8

not take steps to protect the resiclents of Martia Valley from Airpost domination, this arca will become Cont'd
an_mim Aspen, ¥ail or worse yet, like so many Bay Area communities that built up around expanding
Airports.

blic Faciliti f This policy & not broad enough, It implies 20.9

1hf1t Yo are mﬂ.}'mn:{:mﬁd with the impact on “nearby uses™, This policy needs to include impacts that
might be felt from a distance. i.e, visual impacts,

Page 46 Recreational Uses PP 4

When you tie these together it sounds like the County is in the Parks and Recreation business. That is fine
bt the Plan does nat specily what types of mereational facilities. It i somewhat vague uniil you gat ta
Figure 3. Then it becames more speeifie. This figure indicates a trail connection through the Eaglewooi

development and adfacent to Ponderasa Ranches and Siora Meadows. A public sceess il on private e
lands through a residential development is inappropriste. Residents do not deserve to lose their sense of
commyunity and privacy, Fublic trails create noiss and safety fsswes that are not acceptable o residential
areas, The last thing folks need is a trail that brings touriats theough their backyards.  Tn addition Page 46

PP 4 refers to a 30acre park in Marti Vallay. The Town of Trackee has indicated they do not sce a aeed '
for a 30 acre "regional park™. I suggest that the park be eliminated

'd=:4. pal 1.1 ° space lands for hea public safety pumoses
Missing from this clement is the Truckee Tahoe Airport. Moise is 2 serioue health izme and the Aiport

creates a safety msue. The Chip does ?Jﬂtﬂm!uﬁ.‘yprmct fobks from these impacts. (Mote the 23-11
dn'l::fqpmmtiu the Town of Trackes in proximity to the Airport), T suggest you add the Adrport to this
section.

Page 30 - Affordable Housing Policy 3.4.2 suggests the relaxation of standards to encoumge developers to
build affordable housing. There is nothing in the policy that prokibits structures that are substandard in 29-12
dezign and could therefore create a ghetto like project ar visaal blight. This is unacceptable.

Eage 36 1,45 "materials and Methods should®, This needs io be changed to ™ are required”. Thiz cannot he 2943

negotiable if we are to maintain the character of Marfis Valley desipns.

Page 37. 2B.4 "Land alterations "should" comply, This cannot bz 2 cheice. Change to “shall comply™ | 28-14

Page 38. 2.8. 9 “should have a defined edge™ needs o be change to "shall have o defined pdge™ | Sads

Pape 34, b, "Service areas shonld be located to fhe sile or rear”. This cannot be o choice or negotiable if

we are to maintain quality looking neiphborhosds apd businesses, 2918
"graded slopes “should” be promptly re-vegetated” This must not be negotizhle. | recommend 20.4

T

Page S6.d
that this language b= changed o "shall”

Page 59. Building Design  §. Sercening "should " be provided. e T windows “should® be ful] |
dimension..ctc. If these issues are impartant that mast be "shall", | 29-18
Page 60. 4.8 “Light sources "should" be shiclded” This cannet be a choice if we are to protect the night | 2919
view shed. Evidence of inappropriate lighting can be seen throughout the Town of Touckes portion of

Martis Valley and has a definite negative impact the night sky, [ recommend the language be changed 1o

sy shall and with sanctions if the rules are not followed.
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Sipns 4.0 Sign size needs to be specific. Rigger is not better, Meon Lighted si d i |
. _ H be prohibited in
Martiz Valley and especially along SR 2567, Signapge al BR i o i
b gty pnage along SR 267 needs to be specifieally prohibited | 29-20
71 Trangit Syste i =5 The information gi i ific. It is inappropria
et & 5 given here iz too specific. It is in e
for 2 "Plan” to include minutia such as hours of operation and cost, Tt engugh
areas they serve at the time of adoption of the Plan, - = AL A the

Morthstar Drive and then another ane 1,500ft away from Marthstar Drive. I suggest the issuc of 6 stop 29-22

lights be re-wisited.

Lﬁpmmdlhum:m ardi the T of Tru 5
serviced by Nevada County, gerding the Town ckes Police Department, They are o longer | 29.23

| = b0 n h.lghn Elm“ﬂlﬂ "men' hunted. T} 1 zentence needs to be neutralized, 29.34
t that semtence be d 1o =a Iﬂlgﬂ apirmals were hunted and smal |

.77 Table ¥-1 Tam concerned abeout the need for 6 stop lights along SR 267, Particularly ome at ‘

In ipari i “The County shall disconrage runoff_etc” This cannot be 29.75

choice. The County must “prohibit™ romefT,

In additien to my comments I have includ i i i i
: my ave included pages I have copied from the plan which contain typographical

28-26

Sincerely,
Lynne R. Larson

Enc. [
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I 1957 Regional Plan. The TEPA has identificd a serics of capital improvement projeots designed
to preserve and restore environmental quality throughout the basin (TRPA, 2000).

Martis Valley is not within the Lake Tahoe Basin; nor is it under the jurisdiction of the TRPA.

However, Placer County is an setive participant in TRPA decizion-making and other related

activities, and the secondary impacts of development in Martis Valley on the Tahoes Basin, must
= = 2

be conzidered. ; :'lﬂﬂ {;1 4] [-

I 3. Current Planning Process

In the fall of 1998, the Placer County Beard of 5
Department to initiate an update of the 1975 M.
Supervisors selected a citizens commi hat resented various property owners, service
forthstarat- and subdivisions in the northern portion of

i official mesting in January of 1999, The committee,
worked with County Plannimg Department staff, m the preparation of a Martis Walley Communisty
Plan to address new environmental and socioeconomic conditions of the Martis Valley arca, a3
well as update the original Martis Valley General Plan goals and policies and more closely align

them with the 1994 Placer County General Plan.

The committes met approximately 30 tmes over two and one-half years, Initially, the committee
learmed about the previous planning efforts in the region and became familiar with the
surrounding jurisdictions Jand use planning. They then solicited input to identify any relevant
isswes that the Plan was gpoing to need to address. The committee then looked mtbo the public
services required to serve a growing pepulation and discussed potential limitations and
constraints, Throughout the process, the commities solicited public comment and debate, and the
public became increasingly involved in the discussions. The staff ensured that the committes was
kept abreast of on-going projects in the region and devoted time on cach mecting agenda to
briefing the committes on these projects.

The planning process wtilized in this plan update consisted of the major steps of preparing a
Background Report, Environmental Impact Report, Fiscal Analysis, and finally the Martis Valley
Community Plan Policy Document and Land Use Circulation, and Recreation and Traila

Diagrams. :
THE BACKGROUND REPORT :

rvisors authorized and directed the Plannng
15 Valley General Flan. . TheBoard of

The Baclkrround Report is a compilation of the most recent data available for the Martis Valley
Community Plan area. The document includes a description of current regulatory requirements
that would be relevant to planning and development of the Community Plan area, as wellas a
deseription of current planning activities in the region. The purposs of the Background Report is
to provide bassline information on the Community Plan area 1o a38ist in the preparation of the
Martis Valley Community Plan policy document and the accompanying environmental impact
report. The Background Report consists of the following scotions:

2.0 Land Use: This section describes the existing land uses in the Martis Valley Community
Plan area, characterizes surmounding land wses, and discusses existing planning activities in
the region.

Placer County
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The information contained in the Background Report has been used in the preparation of the
Environmenial Impact Report and this Policy decument. Where appropriate, the information
cantained in the Background Report was used to identify. issues and describe the existing setting

of the Plan area.
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)

The EIR wes prepared concurrently with the Policy document and incorporstes-many Plan
policics as mitigation measurcs. The EIR describes potential impacts which could result from the
build out of the Plan area as described in this Policy document and accompanying Land Use
Diagram. Major conclugions of the ETR were as follows:

(TO BE COMPLETED)

0. THE RELATIONSHIF TO THE PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN

On August 16, 1994, the Placer County Board of Supervisors adopted the Placer County General Plan
(PCGP) which establishes an overall framework for the development of the County and the
protection of its natural and cultural resources. The goals and policies contained in the POGP are
applicable throughout the County, except to the extent that County authority is preempted by cities
within their corporate limits.

The Placer County General Plan sets oot assumptions, goals, and planning principles that provide a
framework for land use decisions throughout the County, and is based on the belief that Placer
County will experience continued growth and economic development because of its desirahle
climate, physical setting, plentiful resources, and proximity to the Sacramento metropolitan area , The
General Plan acknowledges that public services and recreational facilities will nesd to be expanded to
a.clmnmnda.tc ﬂms growth, and offers a number of lanning principles, considered in the update of

b g s pelnes. Rk daso Moo fricdin ?

" Beside the County side individual community plans have been prepared for numerous
unincorporated areas of the County, These community plans, which address characteristics unique to
each commumity, , contain specific goals, policies, and programs appropriate to these local areas, In
addition, the commumity plans address land use, circulstion, housing, public services, and other issucs
speeific to the community. Martis Valley is one of 22 commumity plan areas within Placer County.

The Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCP or Plan) provides a detailed focus on a specific
geographic area of the unincorporated County. Some of the goals, policies, and implementation
ﬂ‘ measures contained in the MVCP repeat poals, policies, and implementation measures contained in
i the POGP that arc important to the MVCE area. Other goals, policies and implementation measures
i in the MYCP go further to supplement and elaborate upon (but not supersede) those contained in the
H PCGP to address specific community concerns and 1ssues. [n some instances, the MV CP relies
entirely upon the PCGF to address certain issues which are not enique to the MVCP ares and which
are more appropriately addressed in the broader context in the PCGP. The land usc designations sct
i forth in the land-use map for the MVCP are consistent with, and are designed 1o implement, the
goals, policies, and programs set forth in the PCGP, Policies in the POGP and the MVCP shall be
comstrued in a manner that harmonizes and implements the policies set forth in both documents, If, in
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1D4.  The County shall require new public facilities, which serve localized needs such as
schools, be located within or near Martiz Valley.

Recreation Land Use

Goal L.E: To designate land for and promote the development and expansion of pablic le
private recreational facilities to serve the needs of residents and visitors,

Policies

LE.l.  The County shall support the expansion of existing winter ski and snow play areas where
circulation and transportation syslem capacity can accommodate such cxpansions and
where environmental impacis, including visual impacts, can be adequately mitigated,
recognizing that the construction of ski runs can create visual impaciz.

LE.2. The County shall strive to have new recreation areas located and designed to encourage
and aceommodate non-automobile access, _H_WT

LE3.  The County shall continue to require the development of new recreational facilities as new
residential development ocours. (Qyee ) 20 7

1.E4. The County shall protect and enhanee, through its laml.u.'a: licies and programs, Marti
Lake's wild-tront sport-fishery. 4 e % :

Forestry Land Use

Goal 1.F.: To conserve Placer County's forest
resources, enhance the quality and diversity
of forest ecosystems, reduce conflicts
between forestry and other uses, and
encourage a sustained yield of forest

products.

LF.L The County shall encourage the sustained
productive use of forestland 25 2 means of
providing open space, maintaining the quality
of Martis Valley's scenic vistaz, and to
conserve olher natural resources,

1 1.F.2 The Coutity shall recognize and acknowledge the multi-use management strate
t i gy adopted
by the United States Forest Service for the Martis Valley/Tahoe National Forest ares.

1.F3. The County shall discourage development that conflicts with timberland management.

- LF4 7 The Cu!.mh__r ehall review development plans ﬁ lands adjoining USFS lands for
9 4p + compatibility with the long-term maintenance and use of the forestlands.

LF5.  The County shall work clescly and coordinate with agencies involved in the regulation of
timber harvest operations to ensure that County conservation goals arca achieved,
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'ﬁﬁ' Asz identified in the Development standards section of this Plan, the precise boundaries of
% g those areas may be modified as more detailed information is provided or as plans change, so
§ = long as the Plan's polivies related to open space uses and natural resource proiection are
: +  implemented with all projects, The precise boundaries of the Open space Jand use designation
\“1’ I'E used in this Plan was mtended to ideatify specific arcas with specific characteristics and in
3 & 1Y some cases to reflect specific development proposals at the time of adoption of this Plan
ot . update. For example, the open space designation for the large meadow is intended to
q‘i \‘a maintain the open character and vicws that cxist today. It would not be appropriate to modify
U%\ the open space land use designation in order to permit a non-open space use within this area.
L5 ,-\furnnruw:l of the open space designations within the Eaglewood or Siller
Ranch si these were drawn to reflect current plans for recreational use of
Tﬁ;‘/_lﬁmcm are not to be protected as natural open space. Tn these cases, the land use
designation boundary may be modified as plans change.

Typical land uzes allowed nelude open space preserves, a wide variety of recreational uses,
with structural development being restricted to accessory structures necessary 1o support the
primary allowed uses, and necessary public utility and safety facilities. Plan areas in which

the Open Spmdnmgnanunuumimahd:mmchnfﬂ:mllynpcudrymdmmm

areas of the central portion of the Plan area.

1.3 Water (W)

This designation identifies the Martis Lake Area. The Water land use designation comprizes
509 acres or approximately 2% of the total Plan arca and is entirely within the Martis Laks
area in public ownership.

1.4 Forest Residential (FR)

The Forest-Residential designation is applied to areas of moderate to heavy tree cover where
very low density, large parcel size-averages are determined to be an appropriate land use. The
area mmpmul approximately 250 acres or approximately 1% of the Plan area. Parcels may
range in size from 2.5 to 10 acres, or larger.

Typical lend uses include: forest product harvesting and management activities, single-family
detached dwellings, and related acccssory uses. All development in such areas shall have a
minimal impact on the forest environment due to the very low density of development
allowed. This land use designation applies in the area adjacent to SE267 opposite Northstar-
at-Tahoe, as well as an area 1o the north of Lahontan which is sparsely forested.

1.5 Rural Residential (RR)

This designation is applied to areas generally located i hilly, mountainous, sndfor forested
terrain and 28 2 buffer zone where dispersed residential development on Jarger parcels would
be appropriate. The designation also applies to areas unsuitable for more dense residential
development due 1o constraints imposed by natural features or the lack of adequate roads or
other public services. The Rural Residential land use designation comprizes 834 acres or
approzimately 3% of the total Plan area. The range of residential density is 0.4-1 dwelling
unit per acre. Parcels range in size from 1.0 to 2.5 eeres or larger,

Placer County
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C. DISCUSSION

Fopulation

Population projections play a major role in the formulation of a community plan, They are an
important factor in determining land use as wel] ag in sizing transportation and public facilities to
accommodate the anticipated growth. Care must be taken in the use of population projections
since they are based on assumptions as to what will cccur in the future. Unforegeen changes can

significantly alter the ectual growth rate.
1.1 Historical Grawth

Martis Valley historically, aleng with the Tahoe basin, has experienced population characteristics
umique in Placer County. The unusually high number of vacation or second homes, combined
with the seasonal nature of the job markets, make the traditional reliance on population
projections for planning purposes somewhat uncertain. The 1975 Martis Valley General Plan
estimated that the permanent population of the plan area, which included both the Placer and
Nevada County portions of Martis Valley, to be 1,200 in 1975, The Plan also cstimated the peak
Weﬁaﬂndpnpuhhun at the ime to be 41,000, In 1994, the Placer County General Plan estimated
ﬂm_l:!ummm:t_-,- Plan area (Placer County portion only) population to be 1,000 but included no
estimate regarding the weekend population. Based on the 2000 census data, the permanent Plan
arca population of the Placer County portion is approximately 1,185, Itis evident from historical
population figures that the increase in the number of people living in Martis Valley on a year -
round basis is relatively low compared to the number who could be living there if all the housing
unils were oecupied on a full time basis. The total number of residential units in the Plan area in 1975
was estimated at 1190, These were mostly within the Northstar, Panderosa Palisades and Siera Meadows
projects, with a few older anch houses scattered elsewhere within the valley. In 2001, the estimated
number of residentiol units is 1933. That is an increage of approximately 30 units per year aver that 26 year
period. The most rapid periods of growth were the 1972-1920 periad when units were added at the rate of
136 per year, primarily at Northstar, and the 1995-2001 period when 45 units per year were added, The rate
of growth in the valley has been subsiantially less 'Iﬁ.ml'ﬂ‘ﬂ.l-]n.ticipalnd when the 1975 plan was prepared.,
Perhaps this is in pam due to te fct that the plan was prepared at the peak of the mest mpid growth period

for the walley.

£
1.2 Growth Projections [péd £
Future population growth in the Martis Velley wifl be based largely on the avai lability of land
permitted for development. The vast majority offland in the Plan area is not suitable for
development due to sensitive natural resources. (The 1994 Placer County General Plan projected
a potential for 25,262 year-round residents in the Plan area at ultimate development, As
discussed m Section 2 of this Plan, the holding capacity for the Plan area is 9200+ dwelling units
including a large namber of vacationfio: Assuming 2.5 persons per dwelling unit, the
projected holding capacity of the Plarrared’is cstimated to be 23,0004persons. As noted above
however, the vast majority of the housing units in the ares are second or vacation homes whj:h.
are nof vecupied on a reguler basis. Therefore, population projections for the Plan area have less
usefulness in preparing for future growth than is typical for most community plans.  S4IL the
County has looked at several alternative ways of projecting growth that may cceur through the

year 2020, The m:thflds include a straight-line projection bazed on the last 26 years, on the low
end, to an assumed six percent per annum growth rate, on the high end. The maosi likely figure iz
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13 Recreatiy ko Development of a variety of recreational uses within the area is

e nfsmmn:r and winter 'I:ll'l.ju:l:, pedestrian, and cross-country ski

] od DE e
signage, and rnm.u‘ﬂal grading or disturbance of the natural terrain. Trails shall provide
links to surrounding public and private lands. A public park and trail staging area shall be
created on this site with the project development. Other recreational development may
include {ce skating, a recreation center, play fields, and a variety of other oppartunities
compatible with the natural setiing. v

34 Land use areas: Land use boundaries, within the Martis Ranch area as depicted on the
| Martis Valley Community Plan Land Use diagram may be modified slightly provided the
; overall amount of residential and commercial designation allowed within the projected
1' area is not mereased not the amount of Forest or Open Space area decreased.

35 FParking. Adequate parking shall be provided on site, Parking shall be designed to
li minimize visual and environmental impacts,

: : 36 Transportation: This project shall participate in the operation and funding of 2 transit
system in order to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips and vehicls miles traveled. The

internal transit system shall be coordinated with all external/regional transit sysiems that

[ gervice the Truckee/MNorth Tahoe region. The system must operate (o serve employees,
residents, vacationers, and school children.

[ 3.7 Environmentally sensitive lands: Residential development impacts on environmentally-
sensitive lands, incliuding wetlands and slopes over 2084 shall be minimized through the

use of development sctbacks, open-space zoning, open-space casements, and other similar

measures. Specific resources that are not to be further impacted by development activity

inelude the open and view commidor visible from SR 267, the wet meadow ond stream

i corridors, the ridgelines and peaks where development activities would be visible from

surrounding areas, and variows springs and aspen groves found within the project site.

kR Grading/Revegetation: New residential development shall minimize its impact on
existing topography and vegetation. Only native brush and grass species shall be used for
revegetation of disturbed areas. The area of soil and vegetation disturbance shall be limited
to only that required for construction purposes and access to the site.

a. Beyond the purely functional and environmmental aspests of grading and drainage, the
acsthetic goal is to preserve the existing natural landferms. Where these existing land
forms must be altered as a part of the construction process, the altered areas should be re-
ereated in @ manner thet replicates the existing natural conditions found before the

construction disturbance.

| &’H b. Insome sensitive arcas, grading may not be allowed at all. Every attempt must be made
to minimize cut and fill necessary for the construction of a home. Excess fill may not

e plaged on a homesite.

3 1
y{\}‘ ¢. Landowners are responsible for having all previously disturbed areas on a homesite,
i are not covered with impervious surfaces, restored. Restoration may incluede
rega:dqhhg\rweg:tuﬁm. ar landscaping in approved locations.
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Architectural/zsite standards: The existing cape in this area is one of the Plan arcas
most compelling and apparent features. As homes and other structures are added, care
must be taken to preserve the rugged natural besuty intrinsic to this site. The native
vegetation and unique site features are the fabri weaves together a cohesive and
distinet character for the community. Thé lo9cation and design of proposed structures mus
—relate-to-existing terrain and preserve the nafiral features of the site. Any proposed design
must take into account grade changes, locations of trees, boulders, and orientation of the

proposed improvements to sun, wind, and views,

Due to topography, landform and the outstanding natural landscape features in the region,
views and viewsheds take on added importance as design features. The impartance of
views and viewsheds is readily apparent in the relative value of homes and land that have

VIEWS.

Airport Commercial - Design/Development Standards: This area 15 along Truckee-
Tahoe Airport Read and contains a limited amount of undeveloped commereial land.
Existing wses are made up of a varjety of sirport office, government, commercial, and
storage facilities. New development iz likely to inelads additional office, retail, and airport
related uses. These standards end guidelines apply to all of the area zoned Ajrport.

Permitted Land Uses - Land Uses in the sirport commercial area shall be limited to those
pemitted in the applicable zone districts with the further restriction that outdoar storage,
assembly, or displays shall not be considered appropriate in this arca.

Site Deskgn - Site design involves the arrangement of indoor and cutdoor spaces to
accommodate the activitics required for a proposed use. Customer service, vehicle
movement patterns, loading needs, and expansion potential should all be considered in
laying out the sitc design. Because a site functions as an integral part of the commumity,
the site design should also relate the spaces and activities to each other, to the site, and to
the structures and activities on adjacent sites, The design should take into account such
factors as safety, community identity, and character preservation of the natural
environment and both pedestrian and vehicular sccess and circulation,

a.  The existing natural features of a site shall be retained and used to advantage. The
incorparation of features such aa ereeks, trees, natural slope, rocks and views often
leads to 2 more interesting and unusual design.

b, Buildings shall be sited with consideration given to sun and shade, changing climatic
conditions, noise, safety, and views to and from the site.

/: ctback standards shall follow requirements st forth helow.

*  Seenic Corridors: Buildings and structures shall be sethack a minimum of 100"

from the SR 267 right-of-way line. 2 edre

*  Stream Environment Zone: Buildings, structures, and ather land coveraga/
disturbance shall be setback from permansnt and intermittent streams 100" and

50 respectively.
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C, DISCUSSION

1. Existing Transportation System

The transportation system which presently serves the Martis Valley commumity includes a n

! 2 etwork of
rua:lwa;rrs, transit facilities and services, pedestrian and bicycle facilities end aviation, To provide a
foundation for the development of future transportation needs in the plan area, the existing condition of
each component of the transportation system is described in this section.

Streets and Highways (see Fignre 2)

Dusz to the predominance of low density residential, dispersed throi t portions of
automobile travel is the prominent mode of travel in the Martis Val If}f“:um: Autumn'tﬂ:: ::Ec?;:lim ona
system of strects and highways for local and regional travel. Therefore, the most important element of
the transportation network is the system of regional and local roadways which serve the plan arca. The
netwark of streets and highways that serve a community is ordered in a hierarchal faghaon, ranging from
local readways intended to serve only adjacent land uses to freeways which are intended to serve long
:l!'mnu, high speed travel and provide no access to adjicent properties. The hierarchy of the street and
highway netwark ineludes highways, arterials, collectors and local roadways,

Roadways serve two incompatible functions: to provide mobility and to i i
: . provide access to adjacent land
uses. High and constant speeds arc desirable for mobility, whi :mmadjagmmduﬁi;:

accomplished at low speeds.

Roadway classifications serve to emphasize the roadway function. Local facilitics hasize

eccess function, arterial roadways emphasize a high level of mobility for through mT\Em:nt, anu: fand
collector readways offer a mare halanced service to both fimetions. Only at the extremes of the
functional classification system do roadways serve an exclusive function: a cul-de-sac serves a land
access function only and does not serve any through traffic; a freeway serves only through traffic and
provides no local land access function. Between these extremes, the functional classification of a
roadway more realistically represents the function of a roadway within a continuum between the land
access emphasis of local roadways and the higher speed mobility emphasis of an arterial roadway,

are deseribed below, within the context of this functional classification

A (J\wh S

Existing roadways in

hierarchy.
Freeways

Freeways are mulli-lane roadways which serve to move Ic and goods long di i

No daru:t access to adjacent properties is allowed or wp;ipi Rmhga, aucessgmd?::?:::::;ftﬁﬁ: T:k

provided via access ramps which connect to Jocal and regional surface streets. All crossings of freeways
arc grade _segarated to alleviate any conflict with through travel on the freeway. Interstate 80, while nat

located withm the plan ares, iz the only freeway which serves Martis Valley. Itisa mvhnn.madway,

with access to the plan area provided via State Boate 267,
Interstate 80 serves a variety of traffic purpeses, including: interstate and inter-regionzl movement of

goods; interstate and inter-regional automabile travel: recreational travel ta the = g p ;
Mevada mountains, Lake Tahoe, and Reno; and weekday commuting, ALoE e Bl
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2. Sewage Disposal

Wastewater collestion, treatment and disposal in the Plan area is carried out by three agencies:
the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (T-TSA); the Truckee Senitary District (TSD); and the
Northstar Community Services District (CSD). The T-TSA is a regional agency formed to treat
and dispose of wastewater generated between Truckes and Lake Tahoe, T-TSA member entities
are North Tahoe Public Utility District, Tahoe City Public Utility District, Alpime Springs County
Water District, Squaw Valley Public Services District, and Truckee Sanitary District. T-TSA
receives wastewater from these districts at the treatment facility located north of the Truckee-
Tahoe Airport. Afier treatment, the effluent is discharged to a lend disposal area through a
subsurface leach field.

The treatment facility is currently (2001) operating at 80% of its 7.4 million gallons per day
(mgd) capacity. Based on prior population growth estimates, T-TSA projected that the plant
capacity would be reached in 2004. Based on carrent population growth estimates, T-TSA
projects that the plant expansion construction will be complete before the current plant's capacity
is reached. A proposed 2.2 mgd expansion of the facility is planned. The environmental review
process haa been completed and the final design of the fucility is underway. Construction of the

project is expected to be completed in 2005

Within the Plah area, the Truckee Sanitatary District provides wastewater collection services to a
portien of the subdivisions lots south of the Town of Truckee. The Northetar Community
Services District provides wastewater collection services for the Morthsiar-al-Tahoe Resort,
NCSD surrently accesses the T-TSA facility through a contract with TED; however, NCSD has
successfully petitioned the T-TSA Board for direct annexation of its territory to TTSA, and
awaits LAFCO approval. Once approved, the NCSD will have direct access to the T-TSA
through pipelines it owns directly or pipelines in which it owns capacity rights as deseribed
below., )

The NCSD owns a pipeline that extends across the Martis Valley from the current NCSD
boundary to Schaffer Mill Road. This pipeline connects with a pipeline, in which the NCSD owns
all capacity rights except for 350,000 gallons per day, which extends from Schaffer Mill Road to
the main intcrcepior line of T-TSA along the Truckee River. These lines are of more than

improvements, should also be able to meet all other planned sewage needs from the castemn
portion of Martis Valley to the T-TSA facility.

With the exception of a few homes in Sierra Meadows] Palisades, Ponderosa Ranches,
and Martis Woods Estates these developments are served with individisal septic tanks and on-site
leachfields. Although on-site sewage disposal systems have been historically located in these

areas and provide service to cerfain homes, due o less than desirable soil conditions for on-site
services, there is support by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the County for the
Tahoe-Truckes Sanitation Agency, or a member entity, to extend service into the areas of known |
septic failure, to the extent possible, and to encourage new development to seek service waysto |
connect to the TTSA, The Martis Valley area is a watershed for the groundwater supply that iz
expecled to serve as the drinking water supply for the Plan area. Therefore, within i

discouraged in new residential subdivisions. New development should be connected to T-TSA

— e —
T

A e

adequate size to meet the planned build out of Morthstar-at-Tahoe, and, with reasonable -~
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fire stations, the newest of which is located at the Truckee-Tahoe Ajrport. This station, which

10 Utilities

May 2602

serves the Martis Valley, is staffed full time end operates one engine and one ambulance.

The Northstar C3D provides fire protection services within the Northstar-at-Tahoe Resort, It
operates one station which is staffed by eight full-time and twenty part-time persommel, The
station inchides three pumper trucks and one ladder truck,

D_qmg the fire season, the CDF provides wild fire protection to undeveloped forested areas of the
Sierma N-:n:_la, including Martis Valley., The CDF is largely concemed with the prevention and
comtrol of wild land fires, and deterring their spread into developed areas. Although the CDF
does not normally respond to structure fires, the Department provides protection to structures

threatened by wild fires,

Medical Services

Regional medical services are provided through the Tahoe Forest Hospital i
i edi _ | spital in Truckee, and
additional limited services are provided through the Placer County Department nt'H:a'Jth and

Human Services through a clinie in Kings Beach.

Public Education

The Martis Valley Community Plan area is served by the Tahoe-Truckee Unified i

; i - School
(TTUSD), which provides public school services for grades kindergarten through 1;“1 m[:lfm
Students from the Plan area ttend on¢ of four schools: Truckee and Glenshire Elementary, Sicrra
Motmtain Middle, and Trackee High. '

Schools are an important part of the Martis Valley Community area i

. 1 ix ; . They f th
of life for residents w{th school age children, and they are a critical rﬁm?ﬂymn 'U::ﬁfahl}r
educated next generation for the community as a whale., All new development shall pay a
mitigation fee that covers the costs of the new children each respective development will add to
the school district to the full extent provided by state law.

Bussing m;d.-.nls to mhx?ul minimizes teaffic throughout the community and, therefore, helps
reduce air pullut_mn. It is a goal of the community to ensure that the schoal district nu.imain their
program of bussing students to school. Given the geographic size of the TTUSD and its corrent

bussing program, this is likely to ocour,

Electric service in the Plan area is provided by the Sierra Pacific Power C,

T|I'ucj_ﬂt Daonner Public Utility District, which in tum receives clectricity mﬁ:l:d]‘ln!:ﬂ The
District operates an clectrical substation in the Martis Walley that is used mainly for backu ;
supply. Pacific Bell provides telephone service to the Plan area Matural gas service is :urr.:: H
unavailahle in the Martis Valley and coreently serves MNorthstar-at-Tahos i EE e B

Lahentan, and other a MOEED e :
) reas. : ﬂb‘*o‘,’:,f
Y oY

Electric and magnetic fields (EMF) exist wherever electricity is found, There is concern that

thieﬂ_a could be adverse health effects, although evidence is unolear at this time. Reflecting the
findings of the EMF Consensus Group for the Celiforniz PUC, the Martis Valley Community k’iq_’ L
At g 2
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7.E4.

1.E.5.

TE.6

7.E..

7E&

| 1ER.

T.E.5.

May 2002

The County and TDRPD shall suppart the integration of public trail facilities into the design
of flood control facilities and other public works projects whenever possible.

The Coumnty and TDRPD shall work with other public agencies to coordinate the development
af equestrien, pedestrian, and bicycle trails.

The County shall require the proponents of new development (a5 much as legally possible) to
dedicate rights-of-way and/or actually construct segments of the countywids trail system
pursuant to the Martis Valley Trail Plan.

The trail locations as shown in this plan are diagrammatic end not intended to represent the
exact ronte of trail alignments, It 15 the Parks Division's policy to locate trails in and adjacent
to open space areas whenever possible to enhance the trail user's experience and to use the
natural topography to make the trails more useable,

e,

e,

In the case of gated subdivizions, if a trail location is identified on the community plan as
crossing a portion of a proposed subdivision, it is the Parks Division's policy to obtain -«
connectivity around the perimeter of the gated subdivision. Locating public trails w:'.th%' pates E|
subdivisions may be contrary to the perceived security echicved by gating the subdivisi

such cases, granting public trail easements around the gated subdivision will not be enough to
satisfy the requirement for trail development in the context of the desites of the gated
subdivision. In such cases, it will be necessary for the developer to physically construct such
trails so the end result, trail usage and subdivision security, is achieved through design.

Singe the "gated subdivision® determination is not made until the conditioning phase of a
project, the Recreation and Trails Exhibit Map may include trails in locations that could be
relocated if the "gated community” status is approved. The Parks Division staff will evaluate
each trail scenario in the conditioning phase of the project. Decisions concerning trail
loeations will be hased on this policy and the merits of the proposed trail locations.

The County shall endeavor to acquire, by gift, purchase, or as a condition of development,
public rights of way for pedestrian and non-motorized passage over those trails located, or
proposed to be located, on private lands and which are inchuded in the Martis Valley Trail
Plan. The County shall accept and record such dedications as each trail segment becomes

availahle.,

I‘fails shall be incorporated into improvements to existing roads, within road right-of-way
along feeder roads, and whenever possible, provide a safe path for pedestrians, equestrians,
and bicycles. Where possible, this path should be separated from the road by a vegetated
buffer zone.

The County end TDERFD shall pursue al] available sources of funding for the acquisition,
development and improvement of tratls for non-motorized transportation (bikeways,
pedestrian, and equestrian).

The should foree any landewner to sell land or grant easements for trails except
asa ition ject approval andfor where a publie safety concemn exists.

The County and TDRPD shall support the development of parking arcas near access to trails.
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LETTER 29:

Response 29-1:

Response 29-2:

Response 29-3:

Response 29-4:

Response 29-5:

Response 29-6:

Response 29-7:

Response 29-8:

Response 29-9:

LYNNE R. LARSON, RESIDENT

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR analyze the environmental effects
associated with implementation of the project.

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the definition of “open space”
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is noted and will be
forwvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors as part of project consideration. The Draft EIR evaluates the
environmental effects associated with development of project-proposed
golf courses within land areas designated as “Open Space” (see Sections
4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, 4.9, Biological Resources, and 4.12, Visual
Resources/Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 14-7 and 14-17.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.
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Response 29-10:

Response 29-11:

Response 29-12:

Response 29-13:

Response 29-14:

Response 29-15:

Response 29-16:

Response 29-17:

Response 29-18:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required. The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment 14-22.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 14-7 and 14-15.

All development within the Plan area would be required to comply with the
community design and design guidelines set forth in the Martis Valley
Community Plan as well as County standards for building construction.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.
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Response 29-19:

Response 29-20:

Response 29-21:

Response 29-22:

Response 29-23:

Response 29-24:

Response 29-25:

Response 29-26:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Nighttime lighting
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 23-4 as well as Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Trafffic Analysis).

The current status of the Town of Truckee Police Department is noted on
Draft EIR page 4.11-18.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Drainage and water
guality issues are addressed in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.
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Letter 30

Comment on the Public Review Draft
Martis Valley Community Plan

| support the following policies, all of which are in the current draft of the Martis
Valley Community Plan:

= Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development.

* Prohibiting "big box" developments by limiting single use commerical square
footage to no more than 35,000 square feet.

= Protecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.

*  Requirements for providing employee housing, and incentives to build affordable
housing,

: g 30-1

- Increased transit opportunities,

«  Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails.

= 5mall, neighberhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles,

+ Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-
ments.

«  Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing 1t as the commercial heart of the

Martis Valley area.
» County cooperation with the neighboring jurisdictions of Truckee and Mevada

County on planning issues.
CER COy, #

Further comments (Use back of paper if needed);
M DATE
RECEIVED

L4 900
- PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SIGNED: k@’*)‘ﬁ DATE: 9/ 7;/ a2

e
Eﬁf—:} /"/;ane_;" STH2802%

Noame e print cleariy) e-mail ar phone

L LOeZy Llartrs fallen 123 .

Tredee o reey

Sote Zip

IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
To: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603

Or e-mail your comments (o planning@placer.ca.gov
The Placer County Planning Department phone number 5 530-889-7470,
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LETTER 30: CHRIS HAYNES, RESIDENT

Response 30-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community Plan.
No further response is necessary.
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Letter 31

Comment on the Public Review Draft
Martis Valley Community Plan

I support the following policies, all of which are in the current draft of the Martis
Walley Cormmunity Plan:

Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development.
Prohibiting “big box™ developments by limiting single use commerical square
footage to no more than 35,000 square feet,

Protecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.
Requirements for providing employee housing, and incentives to build affordable
hausing.

Increased transit opportunities.
Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails.

Small, neighborhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automaobiles.
Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-

ments.
Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the

Martis Valley area.
County cooperation with the neighboring jurisdictions of Truckee and Mevada

County on planning issues.

Further comments (Use back of paper if needed);

311

SIGNED: gl_)\m— gulenad . DATE: E‘:/ 1 /’Jz___

Y Ny B .
wmal] o phone

Morne (Please print clearly) 'Q._,_J
o85S St Coe pa.

Neuckeeo Ce O kol ke
stote Zp

IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
To: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603

Or e-mail your comments to; planning@placer.ca. sov

The Placer County Planning Department phone number is 530-BR9-7470.
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LETTER 31: LYNN BURCH, RESIDENTS

Response 31-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan. No further response is necessary.
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Latter 32
hp;GEﬁ C{}&
Richard W. George  ® D4TE J'E");,‘
1711 Grouse Ridge Road RECEIVED
Truckee, Califormia B51561
AUG 19 Jmp
st 11,202 PLANNING DEPARTYZNT
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburm, TA 95603

Dear Sir or Madam:
| am a registerad voter and property cwner in Placer County.

| am writing to request that the board set aside the newly pullished Martis Valley Development
Blan and re-slart the process of updating the Martis Valley General Plan.

The future of Martis Valloy deserves an intensive and comprehensive review o make sure we
*get it right” and that we don't destroy the beauty of this valley and enjoyment thereof by future
generations.

| have read the DEIR saction on water and am particulary concemed about the sufficiency and
quality of water in the valley. | believe that the DEIR has not taken into account the: collateral
mpact of 1otal planned devefopment in Martis Valley.

The cumulative impact of all development in neighboring counties on available water supplies
must be considered as 3 whole and not just 2 it is related 1o development in Placer County. 322
There appears to be an unsupported assumption that the aquifer supplying Martis Valley provides
an inexthacstible supply of water. There is nol scientific data or analysis supporting this
assumption, Further, there have been perods in recent memory when drought conditions have
forced residents to curtail water consumption. VWhere is the analysis to support an implict
conclusion that such conditions will not retum or that they would not have devastating effect ona

much langer population?
As to water guality, | thought the DEIR was superficlal in its analysis of sowrces and loads of |

specific pollutants and their effect on aquatic resources. _Furmmm,mmmm:m
Truckee River is already on a federal “walch list® as the sit and other loads are very high. it [ 32-3

would seemn fhat the amount of land 1o be “severely disturbed” by the planned developrnent would
itsell igger and overoad condition on the Truckes plus many tibutares. Wherein the DEIR s |

this matter addressed?

| look foreard o receiving a formal response to the abeve matters. Please keep me apprised of
all meetings, hearings, announcements, iz, that are scheduled in the future in the matter of the 324

Martis Valley plan.
My email address is ,george@earthlink.net
Thank: yoLL

P~
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LETTER 32: RICHARD W. GEORGE, RESIDENT

Response 32-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 32-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply and Potential Surface Water Effects) as well as Section
4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns
associated with water quality and water supplies. Regarding cumulative
impacts, the commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of
the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Response 32-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 32-2.

Response 32-4: Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR;
therefore, no further response is necessary.
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Letter 33

Comment on the Public Review Draft
Martis Valley Community Plan

| support the following policies, all of which are in the current draft of the Martis

Valley Community Plar:

» Praotecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development.
Frohibiting "big box™ developments by limiting single’ use commerical Square
footage to no more than 35,000 square feet,
Protecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.
Requirements for providing employee housing, and incentives to build affordable
housing.
+ Increased transit opportunities. e
Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails.
Small, neighborhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles.
Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-

ments.
* Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the

Martis Valley area.
County cooperation with the neighboring jurisdictions of Truckee and Nevada

County on planning issues. cER COyy, Uy
Further comments {Use back of paper if needed); \"‘ HE?)EIIEED ?:I'
aly, T % F007
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

siGNED: | E?@“t{w-n——- pare: /-0

OfS W) L TEA dlAnsaley S¥25019
Name [Flease print cleariy) e-mail o phone
_10G 2 nf datrs ymicy a4
riu 0 jfi— ‘rf eyt /

City

IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
To: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603

Or e-mail your comments to: planning@placer, ca, gov
The Placer Countvy Plannine Denartment nhans nimmhbar e BI0_080_7477
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LETTER 33: ROBIN CHRISTEN HAYNES, RESIDENT

Response 33-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan and feels that the document does a fair job of balancing

environmental, recreational, and economic interests. No further response is
necessary.
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Letter 34
Lori Lawrence Pairicia Stanley
Environmental Review Technician PO 3608, Trackes CA
Placer County Flanning Dept. 965160 (330) 587-7270
11414 B Ave

CERCOyy

Auburn, Ca 95603 Q\‘p. DATE ﬂf}-}
EPA office of Water (4101M) TRREED
1200 Fennsvlvania Ave NW £ "
Washington D.C. 20460 AUE T3 2007
August 11, 2002 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Regarding the Drafi Environmental Impact Report for Martis Valley Community Plan
Update SCH No 2001072050

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR above, 1 hope that my comments
will be noted and my questions answered. I am a member of the group sierrawatch. [ live
in the Martis Valley and my family has owned propedy in the Placer Tahoe arca for three
generations, [ regrat to say that environmental protection in this region has vet to be 341
achieved. The State of California’s enviromment is an incieasing coneem, The wild arcas
adjacent to the Lake Tahoe Area are being fragmented when they should be preserved, [s
there any hope that some preservation be achieved?

The study on Ski Traffic and transportation to Northstar is a small sample of year round
combined traffic affects. This public transportation system need not be glorified as it
serves only an occasional visitor or daytime workers with lots of time on their hands. The 34-3
combined regions of North Lake Tahos, Truckes, and Reno desigaate the true public
transportation issues at hand. Currently there is a lack of an adequate systen. Can a study
be conducted to include the service industry needs adding in the existing commute from
Reno?

The proposed plan creates a further need for affordable howsing and transportation. The
framework for the jobs, housing, and transportation analysis is inadequate to show need
for more second homes, while existing housing needs remain unimproved, The Rental
properties for the labor to recreational industry are already degraded with the fly by night
nature of the resort business. The resort business already has enough underpaid par time
positions not to create o few mone as an excuse for building 9 000 more second homes,

How can affordable wnits have pride of ownership to serve the actual housing necds of an e
already existing and underpaid work foree? The resor industry has it's own set of labor
Taws and should provide housing for the seasonal work force. To decentralize the need
while creating more need seems wasteful and destructive 1o the environment. The second
home syndrome of the plan prevails and leaves all environmental and humanitanan
measures unnoticed. There are currently many vacation properties available for purchase
and numerons timeshares or muliiple ownership housing for sale in the greater areas
begging for upgrades. Many remain vacant for large pans of the year due 1o the seasonal
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nature of the winter and summer resorts. Can a substantial alternative be provided to 343
upgrade the quality of life for the service sector with home ownership? Gty
The review on the subjects of Air Quality, Moise, Water Quality, Light and glare,

Wildlife Biology, Truckes River health, Nevads Water, Mative American Water Rites, i

Fire Protection, Hospital Services, Police Protection, Public Transportation and
affordable houwsing, seems insufficient regarding existing impacts, The document does
nol provide acceptable alternatives that comply with CEQA on the subject of reduced or
no growth. This plan should also take into it’s cumulative total all Truckee growth
proposed to serve accurate measurements of these impacts, How can Placer and Nevada 45
County areas of Martis Valley join together to measure cumulative totals? So far
resistance seems prevaleal with no selutions, The facts provided are far too small a
sample for such a huge and irmeversible conclusion. [ recommend starting aver to allow
this place lo remain a5 great as it already is. The upgrade and improvement of exisling 34-8
properties and resorts should be promoted, as some are nndown. The 1975 plan update
has yet to address it"s own fault of designation open space wildlife s compatible with
human consumption and recreational use. This is not a general plan update but 2 fallacy
and does not serve the needs of the area, How will a cumulative environmental review of 34-7
existing impacts be provided to show the real needs of the area? This plan only serves the
needs of greedy developers, and the Ferest Service and County that is desperaie for
money from fees.

The subject of Adr Quality begins with the premise that Martis Valley Air Quality has
been accurately measured from two locations neither in the Martis Valley, One location
in Colfax is on the other side of Donner Summit the other in Truckee Town along the 34-3
river corridor where air moves east and west and down slope. Is it possible that a higher
elevation with colder winter lemperatures may provide a different air standard? Would it
be feasible for Martis Valley to have it's own Air Monitor with accurate samples over the
long term and inclusive of winter month inversion? The computer model of Cal line may
also be inadequate for & study on our air quality. Bay arca emissions time 2 / sounds great
for a worst-case scenario. How is the PM10, the PM10 from the fire of last vear, and the 349
wood smoke, the winter inversion layer and western directional jet stream moving Bay

Area and Sacramento smog, and the thineer air all computed in? The chart 4.6-3 shows

that air quality was tested and predicted in a few sites in 1 hour and % hour time frames, |

Can an 8-hour day of sampling predict impacts of this nature? Does scientific data on Air
Quality need to be collected over a considerable period of time to provide an adequate
analysis? The status of significant impact for Air quality is consistent even with
mitigation measures being attempted, and for the allernatives provided, How will the 3414
figures change if the Proposed growth in Truckee is also approved? Can the current air
quality in Martis Valley vet be accurately analyzed prior to approval of such a large plan?

34410

How can current noise impacts be measured with scientific method other then the
systemns wsed? In table 4.5-2 it states that a conservative estimate of traffic noise has been
provided. CEQA law states it must give worsl-case scenario. It states in the report that the 2412
pressure method of measuring noise is awloward and that the decibel method is standard
practice. In this case is standard method sufficient? How does the thin air of higher
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altitude affiect the pressure of sound? Sound travels in the thinner air at an amplificd ratc.
Can a pressure scale be used to predict this phenomenon more sccurately? It seems the
current noise impacts in Martis Valley have yet to be studied over a longer time frame to |,
provide a realistic measurement. Living in Martis Valley, 1 believe any increass of noise Cont'd
would be unaccepiable o my own siandards, | have perfect cars and live near o ons
monitoring site, The survey based on short term noise messuraments in the range of 50 to
55 db reported in the MVCP pgl42 is not consistant with DEIR maximum monitoring
results pg 4.5-3 table 4.5-1 where numbers as high as 70db occur. Is 704b an allowable

standard of sound?

The section for wild land fire protection provides no information on existing impacts

from the Martis Fire of last season. Have these impacts been recorded? How has the [ 3413
Martis Fire changed the regional water, air quality and wildlife habitat? Can the |
cumufative future impacts be measured without these existing impacts figured in? How
will the Truckee River system maintain a healthy elimate with this already devastated l 3414
condition downstream of proposed development site? It seems this fire may be a |
significant existing source of erosion and pollutants to the air and water of the area. Is the 1

3418

expansion of the 180 freeway creating an impact on the river and wildlife? The CDF and
the Truckes Fire district have proven that wildfire is not a force that is within their

control. How can the impacts be measured prior to further reduction of Air quality, water | 34418
quality and habitat?

There is & strange water plant growing in the Mantis Lake, T saw it mysell today. I hear it
is an Asian native and quite invasive. It appears to have overtaken a forth of the lake, Are
their any studies being done on the nature of the plant? Will it grow downstreain? Can it 3417
change the water quality? The Truckee River is a unique and rare river system and is on
the list of concern by the EPA, Will there be a scction on this rivers’ biology in the

report”

Regarding Impacts from light and glars’ Last winier I witnessed a meteor shower that
happens once in 100 years, [ witnessad falling stars most people on this planet will never
see. How will the vision of the stars be changed by the growih?

The main reasens people may want a second home in the mountains are listed as follows,
no statistics can prove otherwise. Clean Air and water, Stars at night, a little smell of

wood smoke, or pine lrees, an open valley, a forest arca, lake or meadow, places suitable | 5, 5
for retreat, sightings of wildlife. All of the reasons I live here now are threatened by this
general plan. In this plan the Mountains are not mentioned once. Recreation and Nature

do not mix well any longer in California,

T T cecin b.:kz.ab«-T

Pairicia Stanley, sierrawatch group
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LETTER 34:

Response 34-1:

Response 34-2:

Response 34-3:

Response 34-4:

Response 34-5:

Response 34-6:

Response 34-7:

Response 34-8:

PATRICIA STANLEY, RESIDENT

Comment noted. No further response is required since a specific issue was
not raised regarding the adequacy of the DEIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic
Impact Analysis). The traffic analysis does not attempt to glorify the public
transportation system. Instead, it simply states its operating statistics. The
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency is currently conducting a
study of potential commuter transit service from Reno/Sparks to the
Truckee/North Tahoe region.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and the analysis provided within
Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131 specifically notes that economic and social
concerns are not considered physical effect on the environment and thus
was not discussed in the Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR.

The commentor states that the environmental impact analysis provided in
the Draft EIR is inadequate, but fails to provide any specifically reasons or
information to justify this statement. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft
include an extensive analysis of the environmental effects associated with
adoption of the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR adequate for
consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in compliance with
CEQA. Recirculation of the Draft EIR is not considered necessary.

The commentor’s statements regarding the definition of “open space”
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is noted and will be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors as part of project consideration. The Draft EIR evaluates the
environmental effects associated with development of development-
proposed golf courses and other recreational uses within land areas
designated as “Open Space” (see Sections 4.7, Hydrology and Water
Quality, 4.9, Biological Resources, and 4.12, Visual Resources/Light and Glare,
of the Draft EIR). The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor questions the accuracy and location of the air quality
measurements provided. The Draft EIR existing air quality data is based on
air quality measurements taken over a four-year time period (1997 to 2000)
provided by the Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District, which
reports the data in averaging time consistent with the state and federal air
quality standards. Thus, the information provided directly corresponds with
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Response 34-9:

Response 34-10:

Response 34-11:

Response 34-12:

Response 34-13:

Response 34-14:

established standards used to determine compliance and is considered an
accurate representation of air quality conditions in the Plan area. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment N-9.

The Draft EIR existing air quality data is based on air quality measurements
taken over a four-year time period (1997 to 2000) provided by the Northern
Sierra Air Quality Management District, which reports the data in averaging
time consistent with the state and federal air quality standards. Thus, the
information provided directly corresponds with established standards used
to determine compliance. Migration of air pollutants in and out of the basin
is discussed in Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.6-8
and -9). Air quality projections for the area are calculated using URBEMIS7G,
a computer program developed under the cooperative direction and
funding of several California air districts and the California Air Pollution
Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and provided on the California Air
Resources Board website.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 34-9.

Air pollutant emissions associated with the land use map options under
consideration associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan are
documented on Draft EIR pages 4.6-13 and -14.

The commentor questions methods used to measure noise, how sound
travels in higher altitudes, and states that any increase in noise would be
unacceptable to their standards. The commentor is referred to Draft EIR
page 4.5-1 for a discussion of the methods used to measure noise as well as
a discussion of the effects of noise on people. As stated on Draft EIR page
4.5-1 of the Draft EIR, “...the A-weighted sound level has become the
standard tool for environmental noise measurement. All noise levels
reported in this section are in terms of A-weighted levels.”

The existing levels noise levels in the Plan area are documented in Tables 4.5-
1 and 4.5-2 of the Draft EIR. Noise measurements associated with maximum
(Lmax) in Table 4.5-1 are associated with short term noise events and are not
reflective of the overall ambient noise conditions. The commentor is referred
to Draft EIR pages 4.5-5 through -34 regarding County noise standards and
noise standards associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan. County
noise standards are similar to noise standards used by other rural jurisdictions
in the state.

The Martis Fire occurred outside of the Plan area and thus did not directly
impact natural resource conditions in the Plan area. The effects of this fire
were considered in the Draft EIR analysis (e.g., Draft EIR pages 4.7-8 through -
11). The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). The
direct air quality effects associated with the fire were limited to the summer
of 2001.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 34-13.
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Response 34-15:

Response 34-16:

Response 34-17:

Response 34-18:

Response 34-19:

Improvements to Interstate 80 are not associated with the project or are in
the Plan area. However, it is acknowledged that the operation of Interstate
80 does have effects on water quality and wildlife resources. The
commentor’s statements regarding the Truckee Fire Protection District and
CDF are noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 34-13 and Master
Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in
the Draft EIR).

The commenter indicates that a strange plant is growing in the Martis Lake
and wonders if any studies are being done on the plant. It is suggested that
the commenter contact U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regarding specific
plant concerns with Martis Lake. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Response to Comment K-6.

Nighttime lighting impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.12 (Visual Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. As the comment does not specify any inadequacy of the
Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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Latter 35

Comment on the Public Review Draft
Martis Valley Community Plan

I support the following policies, all of which are in the current draft of the Martis

Valley Community Plam:
+ Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from developmeant.
Prohibiting "big box" developments by limiting single use commerical square
footage to no more than 35,000 square feet,
Frotecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.
:‘.equirements for providing employee housing, and incentives to build affardable
ousing.

+  Increased transit opportunities,
Pratection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails.

Small, neighborhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles,
Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-

ments.
Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the

Martis Valley area_

County cooperation with the neighboring jurisdictions of Truckee and Mevada

* County on planning issues.
cER COoyy
Further comments {Use back of paper if needed): q\}‘ DATE 4’?‘}.
RECEIVED

auG 15 2007

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SIGNED; _ \, . L_AJ@"«V—’ DATE: oD {‘7— (aa

Cars w. & _ ﬁmbumkgrm#m-‘i‘

Wame [Fiease PAINE Cieary] efnail ar phans o
\DBSS <Crae Pl Rp
Addrgis i - _
TR e CA Qo) |
Clty Stote flp B
IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
To: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603
Or e-mail your comments to: planning@placer.ca. gov
The Placer County Planning Department phone number is 530-889-7470
Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 35: G. W. BURCHE, RESIDENT

Response 35-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community Plan
and feels that the document does a fair job of balancing environmental,
recreational, and economic interests. No further response is necessary.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-423



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 36

[ Lori Lawrenca - 5D respanse o Drafl EIR for Marils Valley - 8-12.00c IR T  Page

Soan Dowdall Letter, August 12, 2002

Aftn: Lori Lawrence

Environmantal Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95803

Cio: planning@placer.ca.gov

Re: Draft Envirenmental Impact Report (*DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan ["MVCP®) Update, SCH Mo.: 2001072050

Dear Ms, Lawrence:

This letter addresses serious concerns | have regarding the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Update
{(MVCPU). The DEIR is a very large and complicated document. As such, | am
requeasting that you extend the public comment period until at least the and of
September 2002 to allow further valuable input on the DEIR and provide tha
public a fair cpportunity to evaluate this enormous document.

The future of the Martis Valley is directly dependent upon the DEIR's

* assessment of the current conditions in the Martis Wabay, the impacts of partial
and full build-out of the MVCPU and the recommended/required mifigation 36-2
initiatives or proposal of altematives. On all counts under my parfial review of
the document, the DEIR is wosfully inadequate to provide enough infarmation,
as required by law, to enable appropriate decisions about the future davelopment |

in the Martis Valley.

| request that Placer County address my concerns in wriling with detall foliowing
gach item listing (1, 2, 3, . . .) and bullet point.

Dverarching Concerns:

Topicaily, the greatest flaws that | sea with the DEIR are as follows:

1. MVCFU and DEIR scope mismatch: Thera s a fundamental mizmatch
betwean the scope of development that the DEIR assesses and the
devalopment allowsd/proposed in tha MVCPU. The DEIR makes
assumptions thal grossly understate the nature, amount and density of 363
devalopmant, On this basis alone, the DEIR should be redrafted and
specifically address the maximum development allowed under the
MVCFPU. As an alleralive, Placar County could alter the MVCPL
document o match the development addressed in the DEIR,

2. Lake Tahos Basin: The MVCPU's impact on the Lake Tahoe Basin is
ignored, Lake Tahoe is an internationally recognized natural resource
that has raceived a significant amount of attenfion (legal and otherwise) ta | 0
protect it and attempt to begin te restore its water quality. The following
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| Lori Lawrence - SO response o Dralt EIR for Martis Valley - B-12.doc __ﬂ__ BRI

Sean Dowdall Letter, August 12, 2002

impacts ¢n the Lake Tehoe Basin must be considered in the DEIR: traffic,

increased number of day and multi-day visitors, destruction of wildife ca’”
habitat, loss of timber, air pollution, water pollution, nolsa poliution and ontd
light pollution. All of these will have critical impact on the Lake Tahoe

Basin.

4. Truckee: The impact on the Town of Truckes is not adequataly addressad in
the DEIR. The same impacts apply that | listed for the Lake Tahos Basin,
Also, the supply of affordable housing, which already afflicts the area, will
only become worse. Truckes will also bare the brunt of the increased
traffic, pollution and noise. Finally, the DEIR does not indicate data 36-5
gathering from the Truckee, which is a needead input to provide a complate
and accurate description of existing conditions, a complets enumaration
of impacts bath known and potential and a very valuable source for
creating altemalives and mitigating measures,

5. Water: The water supply and quality are not properly addressed for the
Martis Valley area. Also, the impact on the Truckes River and those that 168
depend on it downstream are nal adequately addressed, specifically Rena
and Pyramid Lake,

6. I-80 Corridor: Ancther significant gap in the DEIR s the MVCPU's impact on
traffic, the environment and all communities up and down the Interstate 80
corrider, from Reno to Roseville.

7. SR-B9: In addition o 1-80, Highway 89 will axperience more traffic and other
impacts from the MVCPU. Also, with the expansion of rasldential,
commercial and recreational development, what is known, anticipated or
can be assumed about developmant (particularty at (Squaw Valley and
Alpine Meadows) should be included in the DEIR's assessment,

367

353

Traffic Concerns:

Following is a list of areas that are either not at all or not adequately addressed
by the DEIR, but should be:

* The traffic analysis in the DEIR is based on an average during one time of year.
The traffic analysis needs to include peak traffic at various points throughout 36-9
the year, including, but not limited to: commute times and Summer and
Winter weekendholiday,

= The DEIR's assumplion that 80% of new Martis Vallay housing will be second
homeirecreational grossly understatee the impact on traffie. Trands in tirme-
sharing and rentals greatly impact the percentage of cccupancy. Also, as the
huge baby boom retires, they will spend mare time per year at their second 36-10
residences. Another trend is telecommuting which means more days per
vear will ba spent at second homes as technology and work habits evolva,

= Weather impact on road conditions need to be considered with all of the new | 3841
roads and roads being widenad.
= The 267 Bypass is not yet complate. Tha anticipated traffic volume to be |
| 3812

handled by the Bypass is huge, yet we don't have actual experience to know

Taof4

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

n

II:\’/IIZ?/leO(ég i Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-425



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

[

{ Lori Lewrence - 3D response to Drafl EIR for Martis Valey - 8-12.doc R

Sean Dowdall Latter, August 12, 2002

hew this will impact the area.

= There will be a bottieneck where roads narow from 4 lanes to 2 lanes. The
areas of particular concem are on Highway 267 up the mountain from the
entrance 1o Northstar and the srea around the 267 Bypass. Botflenecks
create back-ups, which mean more stop and go traffic, more pallution and

mora accidents.,

* The additional traffic Bghts will slow the trip from Truckee to Kings Beach. This

will have an economic impact (commutars and vacationers) and will create
the negative impacts of stop and go traffic listed above. I'm particularly
concemad about traffic lights near or on slopes and road curves that will
increase accidents. Also, the spacing of traffic lights at Northstar is too close.
The movement of the chain control area to accommodate the development
and thasa traffic lights also needs to be considared.

= The traffic impact at the railroad tracks, the intersection of 267 in downiown
Truckee and tha turnoff to West River Road needs to be addressed in mora
detail. These are already major areas of fraffic concern and are much worse
with even a small increase in traffic.

*  The MYCPU impact on traffic on Highway 82 and Interstate 80 from Reno to
Roseville, needs to be addressed. There are already jams on these roads
and Winter weather devastates traffic flow. There will be an increasing
number and more severe accidents. Maintenance requirements and cosis
will also drain funding sourcas, as will emergency response activities.

= Enow removal requirements and impacts (traffie, polution and economic) need
to be addressed, paricularly where there are widenad roads (267 especially)
and new roads.

* Mew andfor improved rmadways o provide emergency accass to axpanded and
new development areas is not adequately addrassed in the DEIR. The DEIR
indicates areas of development, bul many of thase only have one road
accass. This will not only create traffic problems, but also is a severe safety
concern in the advent of forest fires, heavy snowfalls, earthquakes and other
events. On the other hand, emergency access roads, which ultimately will
become full service roads create new impacts on the environment and traffic,
The full scope of the developmant in the MVCPU needs to be described in
the DEIR with the full scope of roadways and their impacts.

= Traffic patterns and impacts are not adequately assessed in regards to the
location of much of the proposed development. Specifically, direct access ta
267 from commercial development and residential areas needs to ba closely
analyzed and recommendations/altamatives should be included that indicata
ways to mitigata this impact. Again, this is now a big problem and will get
miech warse with more developmant and traffic.

Finally, tha DEIR does not suggest overall allernatives to the MVYCPL. High,
medium and low development scenarios should be analyzed so that the
community, county and ather interested constiluents can have full information ta
make the right decisions. An ideal DEIR document would outline: with this leval
of development done in this way (start with tha true maximum build-aut of tha

dofd

=)

3g-12
cont'd
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3817
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[ Lor Lawrence - ST response to Dralt EIR for Martis Valley - 813 30 '
ance - S0 response fo TR : . R
Saan Dowdall Letter, August 12, 2002
MVCPU), these are the impacts you will encounter and here'
ere's haw they
should/could be addressad. Then, describe another leval of development that i= 36-19
cont'd

44}%. h:rwn_ar and another 80% lower than the MVCPU, That way, all would have
the right information to guide our overall vision and development decisions for

the Martis Valley.

Sincerely,

David Landis
Voting residence:
4018 Ski View
Morthstar at Tahoe

Mailing address:

2032 Scolt St.

San Francisco, CA 94115
415,561.0888

david@landispr,com
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LETTER 36: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

Response 36-1:

Response 36-2:

Response 36-3:

Response 36-4:

Response 36-5:

Response 36-6:

Response 36-7:

Response 36-8:

Response 36-9:

Response 36-10:

Response 36-11:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period).

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and response to Comment Letter J.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Impacts
specifically on the Town of Truckee and the larger Martis Valley area are
addressed in Sections 4.1 (Land Use, 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment),
4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), 4.6 (Air Quality), 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quallity), 4.9 (Biological Resources), 4.10 (Cultural and
Paleontological Resources), 4.11 (Public Services) and 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project). Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through -20
specifically note the project’s water usage associated with the Truckee-
Carson-Pyramid Lake Water Settlement Act.

Project impacts to Interstate 80 are specifically identified on Draft EIR pages
4.4-70 through -73. The commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Response to Comment O-4.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). The traffic analysis was based upon conditions
during the peak winter and peak summer seasons, for the peak day of week
and peak hour of the day.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development
Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). The traffic analysis was based upon conditions
during the peak winter and peak summer seasons, for the peak day of week
and peak hour of the day.
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Response 36-12:

Response 36-13:

Response 36-14:

Response 36-15:

Response 36-16:

Response 36-17:

Response 36-18:

Response 36-19:

The traffic analysis in the Draft EIR (Section 4.4, Transportation and
Circulation) considers the operation of the SR 267 Bypass. As peak-hour
peak-direction traffic volumes along SR 267 drop significantly south of
Northstar Drive, bottlenecking is not expected to occur where four lanes
narrow to two.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). A preliminary review of the sites where intersection
improvements will be needed indicate that they are feasible but will require
further design. All signals will be designed to conform with Caltrans
standards.

Table 4.4-20 of the Draft EIR specifically identifies the extent of intersection
improvements needed within the Downtown area of Town of Truckee. The
Bridge Street/West River Street and Bridge Street/Donner Pass Road
intersections can be designed such that the signals are coordinated,
creating more efficient flow through the area. In addition, although the
traffic analysis did not assume it was there, the Town of Truckee General Plan
indicates the need for an easterly river crossing. As stated on page 4.4-57 of
the Draft EIR, the provision of this roadway would reduce traffic volumes
along Bridge Street by 41 percent.

Project impacts to Interstate 80 and SR 89 are specifically identified on Draft
EIR pages 4.4-70 through -73. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Water quality issues associated with roadway maintenance is addressed on
Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -44. Roadway maintenance is addressed on
Draft EIR pages 4.11-93 through -97.

Emergency access issues associated fire protection services is specifically
addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.11-7 through -17.

Traffic impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred
to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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Letter 37

fLedCowrence - Mme 822 -

Recaived: from placeras |, placer,ca.gov
by gwmai 1, placer.cagoy; Tue, 13 Aug 2002 16:05:51 0700

Recelved: FROM mail42inc.com BY placerws placer.ca.gov ; Tue Aug 13 16:13:25 J002 -0700
Recaived: from [B6.127.220,154] (account <david@landispr,com=)

by mall 42inc.com (CommuniGate Pro WeblUser 1.5.9)

with HTTF id 1082742 for <planning@placar.ca pove: Tue, 13 Aug 2002 16:08:21 -0700
From: "David Landis" <davidiiandispe.coms
Subject: Response letters to Draft EIR for Martis Valley
To: planning@pkacer.ca.gov
H-Mailer; CommuniGata Pro Wab Maller v.3.5.9
Darte: Tuwe, 13 Aug 2002 16:08:21 -0D700
Message-I0: <weab-1082742@mail 42inc.com>
MIME-Viergior: 1.0
Cantent-Type: mulipartmioced, boundany="_===1082742====mal 42inc.co === "

=_===1082T42====mail42inc.com===

Content-Type: textiplain: charepi="S0-A850.1
Caontant-Transfer-Encoding: Bbit

To: Lod Lawranca

From: Dawid Landis

Voling resldence: 4018 Ski View, Northstar at Tahos
Mailing address: 2032 Scolt 5L, San Francisco, CA 24115
email david@landispr.com

phone: 415.567.0868

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Attached please find four (4) latters that | hava written oLlning varous
concerns bat | have with the draft EIR for the Maris Valley plan,

Mozt impartantly, Placer County has not allowed anough Gma for input from

the public and | am reqguesting a poestponament ko allow for more input.
Savaral huge [sauss are not addressed, as identified in the atlached

lattara,

| woiild appreclate a response. You can send it io me oo any of the above
addresses or via amail.

Mary thanks.

Chears,
David

-~ _===1081742====maill 4 2inc.comm==_
Comlant-Type: applicatizn/meword

Cantent-Disposilion: alischment,

filzrame="0L responss o Draft EIR for Marlis Valey - 7-28.doc”
Conter-Transfer-Encoding: baset4

Click to view Basefd Encoded File

Caontent-Typa: applicatien'mswond
Cantent-Disposifion: attschment:
filenama="David Welch 2 rasponse to Draft EIR lar Madis Vallay -
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[ Lari Lawrence - Mme 822 g

[

8-13.doc”
Gantenl-Tranafer-Encoding: baset4
Cick to view Basef4 Encoded Fille

Content-Type: application/msword
Contant-Dispostion: aachment
fllename="David Welch response to Drait EIR for Martls Valey -

B-13.dos™
Contant-Transfer-Encoding: basaiid
Click to vieow Basabd Encodod Fila
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LETTER 37: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

Response 37-1: Comment letters submitted on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR are
responded to in this document. The commenter is referred to Master
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period).
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[ Lori Lawrence - More response Ietiers to the Marts vaiiay EIFR : T ~Pagi
Letter 38
From: “David Landis™ <davidglandispr.com:
To: <planning@placer.ca.gov>
Date: BM13/02 4:00PM
Subject: Maore response lelters to the Marlis Valley EIR
To: Lo Lawrence

From: David Landis
PART 2 - More letters and more reasons to oppose the Marlis Valley EIR

Ms. Lewrence:

Hera is a dth letter | have drafled in response to the Draft EIR for the
Martls Valley.
381

Again, as a voler in your county, | strongly recommend that we need mare time
to have mare input. Please note my points in the obiached letter, as well as
the three other latters | sant under a separate email,

| would appreciate a repsonsa:
David Landis

Voting residence: 4018 Ski View, Morthstar at Tahos
Malling Address: 2032 Scoll 5L, San Francisco, CA 84115
phone: 415.561.0888

david@landispr.com

Many thanks,
Chears,
David Landis

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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LETTER 38: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

Response 38-1: Comment letters submitted on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR are
responded to in this document. The commenter is referred to Master
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period).
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Lettor 39
o BOER By,
L LiAje -
Date:__ &-\A. o2 ¢ ArcEvED
Byl AR ! b
Bl Lori L — Alli; 3 dﬂ!ie
Environmental Review Technician o ki
Placer County Planning Dept. FLANRING DEPART
o ity =PAHTMENT

Auburn, Ca. 95803
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley

Dear M=, Lawrence:

Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

3-3 & N ) 3 - E :

391

“ny t""l._n-rlﬂ'n = | -\\.\QL.?
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—
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o
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Dt 0,

Re: Draft Environmantal Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vail L T
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: zm1urmsum g .
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LETTER 39:

Response 39-1:

Response 39-2:

Response 39-3:

Response 39-4:

Response 39-5:

Response 39-6:

TRACY CUNEO, RESIDENT

Regarding the commentor’s request for an EIS to be prepared, the project
does not involve a federal action or a NEPA component; therefore, an EIS is
not required. The Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose any
changes to Martis Creek Lake, which is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers.

The commentor inquires about TTSD’s wastewater treatment capacity in the
Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). It should be noted that the commentor is
referring to T-TSA (Truckee-Tahoe Sanitation Agency) not TTSD. As stated in
Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) on page 4.11-53, “A 9.6 mgd
capacity would accommodate buildout conditions in the entire T-TSA
service area (based on a projected population of 143,000 people), assuming
a peak summer seven day average flow in the year 2015 (T-TSA, 1999)”. The
T-TSA service area includes Truckee, portions of the Plan area, Kings Beach,
Tahoe City, Squaw Valley, Alpine Meadows, and development along the
western edge of Lake Tahoe. The commentor is also referred to Response to
Comment L-6.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 39-4.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public

Review Period). The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for the purposes of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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| Lori Lawrence - Draft EIR for the Marlis Vallsy Communly Plan - s —

Pag

Latter 40
From: Larry@ibabow.org” <larry@babow.org>
Ta: <LJLawren@placer.ca gov=
Date: 14502 10:224M
Subject: Draft EIR for the Martis Valley Community Plan
Affn.: Lori Lawrencs
Environmental Review Technician
Fracer County Planning Dept.

Asg a MorthSrat at Tahoe home owner, | feel that the Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Martis Valley Community Plan is inadequate and
incomphete, and that it must be rewritten,

A summary of major flaws include, but are not limitad fo, the following:

1. The project description is incomplete which resulls in analyses that
underestimate the impacts. (6,800 new homes, ate )

2. Key aspects of the project selting are not adequately described,
3. The full exient of significant envirenmental impacts are not disclosed,

4. The level of analysis fails to include project specific nformation that
is available. Conclusions are substituted for actual analysis,

5. Cumulalive impacts are not igentified: thus mitigation measures far
Bddressing cumulative impacts are omitied.,

B. The report fails to anzlyze = reazonable ranga of allematives.

1 feel the EIR needs to be rewritten &t a higher level of facts and
disclosure. \We need more than a superficial boler plate analysis whan the
future of the entire valley is at stake.

| 40.7
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LETTER 40:

Response 40-1:

Response 40-2:

Response 40-3:

Response 40-4:

Response 40-5:

Response 40-6:

Response 40-7:

Response 40-8:

LARRY BABOW, RESIDENT

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for the purposes of CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area) regarding concerns associated with the project description.

The commentor states that the project setting is not adequately described,
but does not offer specific omissions. The setting descriptions in Sections 4.1
through 4.12 of this Draft EIR are consistent with CEQA guidelines Section
15125.

The commentor states that the full extent of significant environmental
impacts are not disclosed, but the commentor fails to identify what is
inadequate in the EIR. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide
extensive analysis of impacts associated with Valley Community Plan per
CEQA requirements.

The commentor states that the analysis fails to provide specific information
that is available and relies on conclusions rather than actual analysis, but
the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the EIR. Sections 4.1
through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide extensive analysis of the Martis Valley
Community Plan per CEQA requirements and is based on technical reports,
detailed modeling, and review by qualified professionals.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) as well as Sections
4.1 through 4.12, and 5.0 of the Draft EIR for cumulative impacts and
mitigation measures.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor states that the EIR needs to be rewritten at a higher level of
facts and disclosure. Again the commentor fails to identify what is
inadequate in the EIR. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide
extensive analysis of the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA
requirements. Additionally, the commentor is referred to Master Responses
3.4.1 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area)
through 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Placer County
May 2003
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[ Lori Lawrence - Martis Valley DEIR

Letter 41

From: Sue Lawrence <slawr@eartnlink, net=
To: <L JLawren@placer.ca.gpove

Data: BAAM2 T:A480M

Subject: Martis Valey DEIR

Ths DEIR an Martis Valley does not address adaquately the issues of 411
concarn. Amang the issues it does not address are:

The project description is iIncomplete which resulls In analyses that
undarastimate the impacts.
{6,800 new hames, etc.)

41-2

Key aspects of the project setting are not adequately describad. i 1.3

The full extent of signifizant environmental impacts are not

disclosad. 41-4

The level of analysis fais to include project specific information |
that is available, Conclusions ars 41-5
substituted for aclual analysis.

Cumulalive Impacts are not dentified: thus mitigation measures for
addrassing cumulative impacts 416
are omittad,

The report fails to analyze a reasonable range of aliematives, 41.7

YWe own a concominum &t Northstar and are very discouraged by all the
plans for the Marlis Valley area. East\West pariners is not concerned
with the long term impact of development, all they want is fo put in

place a giant resort like they do in places like Colerado. Why is

Flacer County Planning not more concarmad wilh these issues? The DEIR 41-8
s not adeguate, It neads ta henestly and completely address all the
Issues.

Sue Kares
slawr@earthlink.nat
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LETTER 41: SUE LAWRENCE, RESIDENT

Response 41-1: Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the EIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.

Response 41-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-2.

Response 41-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-3.

Response 41-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-4.

Response 41-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-5.

Response 41-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-6.

Response 41-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-7.

Response 41-8: Comment noted. The commentor states that the Draft EIR is not adequate,
but the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the EIR. Sections

4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide extensive analysis of the Martis
Valley Community Plan per CEQA requirements.
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Dear Ms. Lawrence:

I am writing to express my support for and agreament with the Martis
Valley Comemunity Plan. | belleve the work dona on the plan lo date has been
thoughtful end honest. Tha draft EIR, in particular, does a good job of
representing conflicing interests and provides a balanced set of
conclusions,

By way of infreduction, | am a long-time Marthstar-at-Tahoe resident
and am an the Placer County tax rolls for elght seperaie properties. |
baliave | am ene of the Tax Collector's better customers wilh total taxes
paid In 2001 exceeding $40,000 - to the extant that is relavant to your

welghing my opinion.
Regards,
Jack Moore

Jack Moara, Ph.D.
1624 Deerpath
Morthatar-at-Tahoe
530 562-0198

Imaore@prim.com

{ Lori Lawrence - Martis Valley Community Plan . - = Page
Letter 42
From: “Moore, Jack" <mosre@prim.com:>
Ta: "LJLawren@placer.ca.gov™ <LJLawraniplacer.ca.gov=>
Diate: B4402 1:33PM -
Subject: Martis Valley Cormmunity Plan

421
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LETTER 42: JACK MOORE, RESIDENT

Response 42-1: The commentor supports the project and does not raise any specific issue.
No response is necessary.
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Latter 43

‘ ' Comment on the Public Review Draft
Martis Valley Community Plan

I support the following policies, all of which are in the current draft of the Martis
Valley Community Plan:
Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development,
Prohibiting "big box" developments by limiting single use commerical square

footage to no more than 35,000 square fest.
Frotecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.

Requirements for providing employee housing, and incentives to build affordable

housing.
* Increased transit opportunitiss.
Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails,
Small, neighborhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles.
Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-

4341

ments.
+  Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the

Martis Valley area.

County cooperation with the neighboring jurisdictions of Truckee and Nﬁvédu

County on planning issues. jb-
DATE .?'3,.

Further comments (Use back of paper if needed): RECEWVED
At 2ntr—

PLANNING DEPARTMEN?

e =7 — - F]
o g 574: A

SIG]
Bi"{--’_ /g C‘?—”’C JESCFLE‘?@ frEfAEE E?-'??T'ﬁ-f

Hame (Please print cleory] e-mail o phone
D76 2 r‘au'-ﬁﬂﬂ.'.ﬂg ﬂ-v. et—x __.§d7_,3.~
Addreas =
TRUCEEE 2y 7er60
City : Shate Zip

IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
To: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603

Or e-mail your comments to: planning@placer.ca.gov

The Placer County Planning Department phone number is 530-889-7470.
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LETTER 43: DONNELL B. CARR, RESIDENT

Response 43-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan. No further response is necessary.
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Letter 44
cor Fred l‘j{tﬁ-n&qf i
BOL s [Caiiiorn o NNV
: Truckes, CA 96162
‘ Iy’&“ Ship 10550 Olympic Blvd.
= h Truckes, CA 5e161
ISTICY [ ron s,
A s of Shost Arsdersom . ER €O
14 August 2002 Q\"‘G DATe H;b}
Placer County Planning Commission RECEIVED
oo Kathi Heckert, Clerk
11414 B Av
Auburn, CA 95601 AU 16 200
Re: Martis Valley Community Plan PLANNING DEPAHWEN

Dear Planning Commissioners:

Mnglers statewde are concemed that developmen| in Martis Valley will frreparably harm — perhaps
evien kill — Martis Creek Reservoir's highly regarded sportfishery. Although Fred Yeager and Bill Combs 441
of the Placer County Planning Department have dons a fine job of pddressing, in the most recent draft of the
Martis Valley Community Plan, a number of the policy issues that have been raised by Califomia’s fiy-
fishing community, we arc not confident that fish-friendly policies will be enough to save the lake 13 the

area develops.

Why Martis Creek Reservoir is Impartant
Martiz Creek Reservois has the historical significance of being the first stillwater designated by the

California Fish and Game Commission for Wild Trout management, By conferring such status more than
two decades ago, the state recognized the lake's importance 25 sportfishery, and has subsequently applied
to it special regulations intended to enhance the.angling experience. Only four lakes in California have been 442
awarded the Wild Trout designation.

Martis Creck Reservoir's qualities as a recrentional fishery have been featured in TNUMETOUS Magnzines
and books, and it s well-known to serious anglers scross the stale, attracting visits from hendreds, pechaps
even thousands of fly fishers and spin-casters each year. Given the impoundment’s central location within

* the Truckee Tahoe region, it undoubtedly will become even mare important among vacationess and
regidents as a recreational resource.

Froblems with the Plan and DEIR
Tdeally, the Martis Valley Community Plan would have focused explicitly on the concept of watershed,

with protection of Martis Creck Rescivair as an overarching goal, This hasn't happened. Instead, the Plan

stems intended primarily o justify the development of aiready-proposed projects. A majer concern s that “-3
issues regarding sporifish and the lake's health were brought into the planning process on a lats and

relatively ad hoc basis, and that they have been given a Jow priarity,

Moreover, the Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Plan fails in its analysis of potential
development-related bnpasts to the lake and its trout fishery. Among the deficiencies of the DEIR are the
fallowing:

* Mo baseline information regarding the current ecological health of Martis Creck Reservoir, or even of
current water quality conditions in the lake and its tributary streams,

* Mo data regarding the starus of the species of trout that reside in the lake and fts tributaries

* No attempt to quantify the effect that Plan-related development might have an the flow of autrients .
into the lake, Indeed, the DEIR instead relies solely on opinion whan it stetes mitigation measures will 44-4
reduse to below-significant levels potential water quality impacts that derive from construction activities,
fram post-construction land use, from stormwater drainape, and from movement of groundwater through the
upper aquifer.

* No attempt to examine the cumulative effect of Plan-related development on water quality and
sparttizh, In particular, the DEIR should discuss and quantify the impact of development at the Waddls
Ranch site (which is very closs to the lake) in conjunction with gther propesed or probable projects that
wonthd be allowed under the Martis Valley Community Flan.
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Letter to Placer Co, Planning Commission
14 Awgust 2002
Page 2

We have noted many additional problems with the DEIR in our camments, which have been sent 1o the
Planning Department. Suffics it to say, we are dizappointed with the environmental document, and look
farward to a final EIR that adequately sddresses the concems of sport anglers,

Jurisdictional Ambiguities
Although the Martiz Valley Commumity Plan inelades policies that articulats the County's intention to

protect sportfish in Martis Creek Reservoir, their implementation may be hampered by the programs (or
lack thereof) of other gevernmenial agenciss, Accardingly, the Plan or its Environmental Impact Report
should specifically address the following issuss:

* The water guality standards currently used for the creck by the Lahonian Regional Water
Quality Control Board may actually be harming the fishery rather than helping it. These standsrds
were doveleped to take into account ireated efflueat from e Tahoe-Truckes Sanitary Agency (TTSA)
plant downstream from the reservoir, and as a result are |ess stringent than similar standards used for other
tributaries o the Truckee. The implication for the county is this: BMPs and ather impact mitgation
measures, particularly golf course Chemical Application Manggement Flans, will be set to water quality
standards that may well be madequate with regard to the survival of rout,

* No one is adequately monitoring the health of Martis Lake snd jis sportfishery. The TTSA,
Ammy Corps of Engineers, and LRWQCE sample waler from Martis Cresk or the reserveir, yet no ageaAcy s
tasked with the responsibility of (a) ensuring that swch monitoring is adequate in Ecographic breadth,
frequency, and the full inchssion of petentially harmfid Ppoltutants; () analyzing this data with regard o the
health of the leke's sportfishery; (c) relating water quality io land use decisions; and {d) ensuring water
quality and biological impacts are indeed mitigated to below significant levels. In ezsence, whe is o be
responsible for the health of Martis Creek Reservoir, its tribwtarics and its rout: Placer County? the
California Department of Fish and Gome? the LRWQCET the Corps?
district? Without adegquate water quality and biolagical maonitoring,
whether its policies, programs, and mitigation measures are truly protecting the lake,

Weither the Martis Valley Community Plan or its Draft Environmental Impact Report provide much
assurance that Martis Creek Reservoir and its sportfish will indesd be protected while Martis Valley builds
auL, As we've stated belfore, the County needn't
Reservoir suffers no harm, Policies and progr

Tahoe basin, provide examples that can be mo
that faces Placer County is more exciting than daunting. It's a [ob, though, that requires additional effort,
additional thought, We hope that staff, the Flanning Commission, and the Board of Supervisars, will riss to

the challenge.

Cordially yours,
CALIFCORNIA FLY FISHER MAGAZINE

Richard Anderson
Publisher and Editar

444
Cont'd
44-5
n as-yet-to-be-formed speelal
the County has no way of determining
invent sew planning techniques to ensure Martis Creek 445
ms in place eleewhere in California, including in the Lake
dified to meet the specific needs of Martis Valley. The job
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LETTER 44:

Response 44-1:

Response 44-2:

Response 44-3:

Response 44-4:

Response 44-5:

Response 44-6:

RICHARD ANDERSON, CALIFORNIA FLY FISHER MAGAZINE

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Response to Comment
K-6.

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Response to Comment K-6 and 10-28.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6 and 10-
28. As described on Draft EIR pages 4.7-66 through -73, cumulative water
quality impacts were considered.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Response to Comment K-6.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Response to Comment K-6, K-39 and 10-28.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003

3.0-448



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 45

[ Lori Lawrence - Martis Valley Community Plan F ’ J

“¥wonna Merrick® <lormmem@earhlink net>

From:

To: <LJLawreni@placer.ca.gov>

Data: BASA2 11:114M

Subject: Martis Valley Community Plan

To: Lorl Lawrence---—--Please tell the Placer County Board of Supervizore the the Drafl Environmen tal
higher level of facts and disclosures for the Martis Vafley

Impact Report nead (o ba rewrilten o adress a
Commumnily Plan. The fulure of the entire valley is at stake. | am a hameowner at MNorthstar and the
reason wa purchased there was because of the fresh air gnd ranquility of the area. If this plan, as it
exisis, goes through the area will become another "cookle cutter” Urban community, with all the pallution 451
neration Cafifornian, | remember the beautly of the

and fraffic congestian it will bring with it. As a third ge
Truckee-Tahoe area and can already see how development has changed 50 MUCH-=--Flegsa don't
cantinue this pattern of distruction of all these wonderful natural resources! | realize development must

occur in order to keep current, but It needs to be confralled, We reed fo preserve this beauty for future
generstions so that they may experience it first hand and not have to be limied ta reading about haw
beawiful it was in history books. Thank you for considering my requast.

Yvonne Marrick

3146 Aspen Grove, Morhstar

Truckes, Ca. 961581
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LETTER 45: YVONNE MERRICK, RESIDENT

Response 45-1: The commentor states that the Draft EIR must be prepared and recirculated
prior to further consideration by the County of the project. The County
considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of
the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Additionally, the

commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
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Letier 46

.

L Lori Lawrence - Martis valley plan

lisa dearing <lightworksphoto@sbeglobal net=
“LlLawren@placer.ca gov=

8015002 9:19AM

Martis valley plan

From:
Tao:

Date;
Subject:
Greetings,
| wewid like to voice my opposition to the current Marti ganer
plan. As a Truckea resident, it makes no sense o aﬂﬁh sw:a i
growth with 50 litlle regard for the natural environment, | five here to =
breath clean air, hike in natursl lzndscapes unspoiled By million dotlar
h'?p:.f homas. Galf courses are NOT open space. Our community is hei
hijacked by davelopars Il|'||'III_1 MO regards as to the quality of life and ﬂ':ng

thess things into account. Wh
wehicals with American falgs plastered all over them i

- nereasing the
potlution in the vallzy, Have you addressed public lrnrlamﬂaﬁg]? What we
dont need are mare golf courses of which few locals can parficipate or would
want to. The Lake ks alveady headed to heil in a hand basket, Keep Lake

not liva right on the Lake but its 3 beautiful place and should be profected

from urban sprawl. Should we forget why we maved here? Wa
South Lake Tahae with shitty low paying jobs, pollution, traffic congestion
&nd naise. Please reconsider the ohi of the cument proposed plan, We

nead smant stewardship and a pian that Addra i
i A, ] pia SEES DU concems as cifizens
Lisa Deanng

Tahae Blue? The valley is headed for the same demise in a fow years, Wa Mty
dont want another

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County

May 2003
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LETTER 46: LisA DEARING, RESIDENT

Response 46-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. Regarding
the consideration of golf courses as open space, The Placer County General
Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space Land Designation and
does not differentiate between public and private. The Draft EIR adequately
addresses product impacts associated with affordable housing, traffic, noise,
air quality, water resources, and biological resources.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 47

| Lori Lawrence - Martls Valley Community Plan

"Tyler Palmer” <paimenyien@hotmail.com=

From:
To: <bcombs@placer.ca.govs
Date: BME02 3:20PM
Sublect: Martis Valley Community Plan
Drear Mr. Combs.
I'would like to veice my concern about the Martis Vialey Community Plan. |
471

am sirongly apposed o the idea of bullding 5 new rescris, 3 country club
style golf courses and 6,800 to 10,000 new resort homes and condos.

Regards,

Tylar Palmer

1324 Willard St #105

San Francisco, CA 94117
415 378 8062

Join the worldEs larges! e-mail sarvica with MEN Holmat.,
hitp:ifwww. hodmail.com

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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LETTER 47: TYLER PALMER, RESIDENT

Response 47-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is opposed to the project but does not comment on the
adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 48

Paul Vatistas

Executive Director

North Tahoe Conservation Coalition
PO Box 1924

Tahoe City, CA 96145

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
[1414 “B™" Avenus —
Auburn, CA 95603

Attn: Lori Lawrences . 'ﬂnn ij bo. Fod I'}’;tj# ,P"‘Hf {

August 15, 2002
Re: Comments e i muni n and dral
Drear Lori,

Please find enclosed my initial comments on behalf of the North Tahos Conservation Coalition
(NTCL) as they relate to the Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCP) and the draft EIR {DEIR)
for the Martis Valley area. [ have used my best efforts to separate the two sets of comments, and
I hope that you will reclassify comments into the correct category if | have erred,

MVCE

NTCC believes that the formal comment process (via the Citizens Committee) failed to 48-1
properly invalve the citizens of Martis Valley, or of the North Tahoe portion of Placer
County (gast of the Sierra divide).

NTCC believes that the proposed level of development in the Martis Valley is too high on [ 433
social, economic and environmental grounds,

NTCC believes that the maximum nurmber of units (currently 9,220) needs to be more
cxplicitly capped in this document, to be consistent with remarks made by Fred Yeager in 483
recent public meetings.

INTCC believes that Flacer County needs to be more aggressive in preserving the east side of
Martis Valley for future generations, and especially the 8,000 acres owned by Siera Pacific

Industries.

48-4

These four themes are addressed below. Appropriate action items are suggested, and 1 would
appreciate a reply on how Placer County Planning intends to implement these,

l, MWVCP Citizens Committes and NTRAC,

Frankly. the pretence that this committee can in any way represent Martis Valley citizens' views,
other than from two of the thirteen active seats and from public comment from the foor, is
insupportable. Of the thirteen active seats, six are held by developers/large landowners, five are 485
held by agencies, and only two by citizens in the true sense (the latter two being Lynne Larson
and Jeanie Blount). Furthermere there is not a single member on the committee representing
citizens from the largest town in the Placer Caunty part of Morth Tahoe, namely Kings Baach, aor
from the major town in the north Tahoe arca, namely Truckes. It is morally and legally

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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insupportable for Placer County to claim that this commities has properly represented the visws

of residents and voters in the North Tahoe region and especially that part governed by Placer

County,

48-5

Action: Placer County needs to set up a true citizens commiltee representing the residents Cont.
and voters of this area (rather than the landowners and agencies). This
committee should ideally have four residents from Martis valley, three residents
from Kings Beach/Tahoe Vista, and two residents from Truckee, to reflect the
scale of impacts and jurisdiction, This new committes should be given three
manths to review and formally comment on the MVCF and DEIR.

Un August §, 2002, the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committes (MTRAC) met to discuss
impacts on the north shore from the MVCP. Fred Yeager attended the entire meeting.  As part of

its agenda, NTRAC debated the impacts of the Plan and made several recommendations on the 486
DEIR for Martis Valley. NTCO fully supports the official com memis made by NTRAC and asks
that they be included in their entirety in updating both the MVCP and the DEIR.  Furthermore
NTCC would like to s=e greater involvement from NTRAL in formally reviewing the MVCP an
behalf of local residents in Narth Tahoe.

Action: Implement the NTRAC recommendations from Avgust B, 2002 in full.
Request of NTRAC that they fermally comment on the scale of proposed
development within Martis Valley on behalf of the residents within their
Jjurisdiction,

2. The maximum level of proposed development is too high

Every group with local membership in the North Tahoe region believes that the scale of the
proposed development will have unacceptable impacts on the Tahoe Basin north shore and the
Nerth Tahoe region. All these groups wish to see a reduction in the number of housing units
allowed and a reduction in the number of private play golf courses. These proups include the
League to Save Lake Tahoe, the Sierra Club, the Tahoe Arca Sierra Cly b, Sierra Watch, the
Mountain Area Preservation Foundation, and NTCC. These ErOUpS are uhanimous in expressing
their concern, and I hope that Placer County will act on their concerns and reduce the scale of 48.7

development proposed.

At every meeting that [ have attended, resident after resident has raised valid concerns about the
MVCP - most of which ultimately relate to the maximum allowahle level of development of
residentinl units, golf courses, and commercial units. OFall the meetings [ have attended whers
the MVCP plan was discussed (CC, NTRAC, TRPA, eic b [ have heard hundreds of local pecple
speak against the plan, and only rwo in favor (one of whom was 5FT's Auburn -based
representative, Gerry Kamilos), Local residents have the best working knowledge of what day-
to-day conditions exist in North Tahoe and theie comments need to be heeded.  know that
Planning staff took copious notes at the mestings they attended, and | am interested in seeing the
County's responses. Please can you provide me a complete Jist of all issues raised by the public
{i.e from the flocr) at the Citizens Commitiee and NTRAC meetings whers Martis Valley was on
the agenda. Please can you also provide me with a complete list of the County's official response

to each of the issues ratsed?

Placer County
May 2003
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2.(a) Spcial ohjections.

Atnumerous public meetings, and particularly since the first draft of the MVCP was relensed in
January, the residents and voters in Martis Valley and the broader North Tahoe region have
consistently expressed concern about the high level of development proposed for this rural area, 48-8
which is immediately adjacent to a federally recognized sensitive area (namely Lake Tahoe
Basin). Ata very well attended community mezting in the Best Westem on May 14, 2002,
attendess were asked to vote on the level of development that was appropriate, and the result was
that they felt that a maximum of 1,000 to 1,500 new homes was appropriate in Martis Valley.
Residents also expressed concern about the number of golf courses,

Action: Simce Placer County Planning seeks to represent the voters of this region as wel]
as the landowners in this region, | hope that Placer County will work to find ways
of significantly reducing the maximum level of development in Martis Valley.

2(b) Economic objections.

Fred Yeager has made clear to the public on several occasions that he believes that growth in
units in the Martis Valley will not exceed an average of 6% per year because the demand for the
types of projects cannot exceed this level. According to Fred Yeager, this equales toa maximum
number of units allowable in Martis Valley equal to 5,554 by 2021, Thus there is no economie
reason for allowing a maximum number of units in excess of this level, Put ancther way, a
maxdimum allowable number of 5,854 units would not impair the group of landowners from 489
achieving the likely financial returns from developing their land in any way over the next 20
years, I find this to bea profound statement that needs to be recognized and embedied in the

MWYCP.

Action: Placer County needs to formally recognize that it is inconceivable that new
development in Martis Valley will increase the number of units to more thana
total of 5,854 units between now and 2021, Hence Placer County should engage
all landowners plarning developments of more than 250 units and work with
them to reduce the maximum nuember of units in the MVCF to 5,854, This has
the added benefit for developers/landowners of greater certainty of selling out on
their entire new land‘housing inventory.

2(c) Environmental objections

The MVCP will have unacceptably high significant negative impacts on the environment, water
supply, and wildlife.
48-10

Large scale development will change the landscape in this area, and goes against the overal]
vigion for the North Tahos region which is to concentrate new development inside the urban
boundaries of the Town of Truckee, and to leave the Martis Valley as a rural landscape, Many
residents have identified as special that part of Martis Valley which is east of highway 267 and
east of the airport (and the airport's existing commercial area). In this respect, residents identify
this area for conservation with the same intensity that they feel about the Coldstream and

Emigrant Valleys (SW of Truckes).

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Action: Planning needs to designate the eastern part of Mariis Valley as an area to be
conserved and preserved in an undisturbed state. Planning then needs to wark
with public funding sources (National Forest, CA Siate Parks, Placer Legacy
ete.), private funding sources (local land trusts, the Trast for Public Land, the
Packard Foundation), and affected private landowners/developers (Martis Ranch,
Waddle Ranch) to create a plan that can be implemented. This plan should aim
to provide negotiated payments to the landowners,  Allocation units associated
with the developments {e.g., the 1,360 units for Martis Ranch, 758 for Waddle
Ranch - per land use table in Appendix #.4) should be retired completely, thus
reducing the maximuim allowable units in Martis Walley to 7,102 or less.

48-10
Cont.

There are currently water supply problems in Glenshire (Truckee} which draws its water supply
from aquifers that may interconnect to those of the Martis Valley. The water supply in Squaw 48-11
Valley has been polluted by development there., Placer County needs to learn from these Jessons
and apply high standards and controls over the nature and use of water supply in the Martis
Valley. The DEIR has failed to fully identify the nature and interconnectivity of aquifers in
Martis Valley {more on this later), and thus the MVCP should take a much MONE Conservative
approach to water use, and hence a more conservative approach to the scale of development.

NTCC is also very concermed about the number of proposed new golf courses, on both
environmental and social grounds, Golf courses are known to be very high users of water and
knawn for high use of fertilizers which ultimately pollute the ground water and nouifers,

There are already two golf courses in Martis Valley and over ten more within a reasonable
driving distance. There is no compelling need for a new golf course, certainly not more than one,
and arrangements cold easily be made amongst land owners to share new golf facilities, or gain
casy use of existing facilities. Given the increasing demands for water by residents of North
Tihoe such as the north shore and Truckee, it seeme prudent to restriet the use of water for non-
houschold purpeses. 48-12

The impact of fertilizers is of great concern because of the change caused to the water supply and
quality, both above and below ground.  Placer County believes that it has acceptable practices for
minimizing the impact of fertilizer use, but experience on the north shore of Lake Tahoe in Placer
County clearly shows that such measures have not climinated the ncgative effects of fertilizer

run-off,

Placer County should only permit a maximum of two new private play golf
courses in Mantis Valley, Planning should push hard for at least one of these to
be a public golf course, thus of benefit to local residents. Macer County shauld
bring developers proposing golf courses in Martis Vallay topether to agree how
this will be implemented, Clearly all developers would gain an economic benefit
from the overall reduced costs of golf course development. The positive benefits
to water supply and water quality compared to the current plan are obviouws.

Action:

Wildlife - whether protected species or large animals such as mountain lions, bears and cayoies -
is a feature of life in Morth Tahos. Placer County has underestimated the importance of these
ereatures o this region and the negative impacts on wildlife in and around Martis Valley. Large
animals need lorge territories in order 1o feed, and need corridors berwesn populations in order to
prevent in breeding. On the west shore of Lake Tahoe, Desolation Wildermess provides such a
corridor to the rest of the Sierra. Similarly the forests in Martis Valley, and particularly thoss zast

48-13
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of highway 267 in Martis Valley, provide a corridor connecting the north shore of Lake Tahoe to
the rest of the Sierra north of Truckee. [t is vital that these corridors be preserved,

Th.? Bear League has expressed its concern about the impact of development on bears in this é8'1t3
region, and Sierra Watch has prepared a comprehensive list of wildlife issues that need to be ont.
addressed in the MVCF and the DEIR. NTCC fully supperts the positions of both these

arganizations with regards to wildlife impacts.

Action: Placer County needs to set aside the eastern portion of Martis Valley as a wildlife
comidor. How this can be done has already been addressed in a previous

recommended action item.

3 Ca fmu i  more than 5,854 totg

At the last Citizens Committee meeting, Fred Yeager said that the total number of units that can
be built in Martis Valley under the current MVCP is 9,220, However there are confusing figures

throughout the MVCP and the DEIR as to residential housing densities and allowable pumber of 48-14
structures. NTCC would like an unequivocal and legally hinding statement included in the first
few pages of the MVCP and DETR clearly stating the maximum number of units allowable, and
that this figure represents a legal cap on what will be allowed. NTCC can accept that precise
details of the distribution of thesc units can be reserved for Project Applications to the County
and azsociated subsequent EIR:.

Action: Explicitly state the maximum allowable number of units in both the MVCP and
the DEIR in clear and legally binding language.

Itis worth repeating here that Fred Yeager has indicated that it is economically unlikely that
growth in Martis Valley can exceed 6% a year between now and 2021, for a maximum allpwahle
number of units of 5,854. NTCC strongly believes that it will better use of Placer County |
Planning resources, and befter use of connty tacpayers' money to nepgotiate the appropriate seals 48-15
of development as part of the MVCP. This additional up-front effort will yield massive financial
savings in subsequent EIR reviews for bath the County and landowners, and remove uncertainty
for landowners, North Tahoe residents, and Placer County taxpayers, MTCC belicves that
Planning should develop and evaluate a further Allernative in the DEIR looking at a maximum
allowable number of 5,854 units in Martis Valley, incorporating some of the ideas included in
this letter (such as conserving the east side of Martis Valley),

WNTCC is convinced that the current DEIR is fatally flawed, is not in compliance with local
Apency requirements, and cannot survive a legal challenge. Hence it will have to be redone.
NTCC wishes to see this additional Alternative included in any revised DEIR, and would like o

gee this become the Proposed Plan,

Placer County should lead a renegotiation with Martis Valley landowners 1o
develop an Altenative that has a (eapped) maximum allowable number of 5,854
units. Placer County should then re-release the DEIR with this Alternative
included and fully evaluated. Placer County should push for a Propesed Plan
that has a maximum number of 5,854 units and conserves the eastern portion of

Bartis Valley.

Action:

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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4. Preserve the eastern portion of Mariis HWMEH@

NTCC ﬁrml:_r believes that the eastern portion of Martis Valley should be conserved and
preserved using available market mechanisms (such as land exchange or sale). The reasons for
this have already been covered in this letter, and hence I will ot repeat them.

Action: Placer County needs to enter into negotiations to conserve the castern portion of
Martis Valley, and to retire and residential unit allocations associated with this 48-16

part of Martis Valley.

Si:n'_a Pacific Industries (SPI) owns approximately 8,000 acres, representing nearly a third of the
Maur!ls Valley and covering areas important to wildlife adjacent to the very sensitive Tahoe Basin
right up to the County line. Ta my knowledge, SPI did not purchase this land with the intention
uf‘dcwlnpingl it, as evidenced by their decision to maintain the Timberland Production Zan ing
(TPZ) at the time of purchase and over the many vears since. SPI has received significant tax
benefits from the TPZ election over the years and hence is in a very different situation from ather
]andqumrs. Furthermore 5P failed to properly respond to initial queries about plans for the
Martiz Valley and should have been excluded from any residential development planning at the
early stages of plan development,

Action: Placer County should deny SPI the right to develop residential units in Martis
Valley, and retire the 1,360 units from the maximum allowable in the MWVCP and EIR.  Placer
County should encourage SPI to establish fair value for the land and then enchange or sale it, so
that the entire lands owned by SP1 in Martis Vallcy can be conserved for the benefit of the public

(and wildlife) forever.

Thank you for taking the time to review these comments and 1 look forward to your written
response to all questions and proposed actions,

Kind regards,

OJ Uci’u';-

Paul Vatistas
Executive Director, NTCC
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LETTER 48: PAUL VATISTAS, NORTH TAHOE CONSERVATION COALITION

Response 48-1:

Response 48-2:

Response 48-3:

Response 48-4:

Response 48-5:

Response 48-6:

Response 48-7:

Response 48-8:

Response 48-9:

Response 48-10:

Response 48-11:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter O regarding
comments from the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committee.

Comments received on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR are responded to
in this document.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) regarding lower density alternatives considered in the
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects associated with buildout of
the Plan area under the land use map options associated with the proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis) regarding lower
density alternatives considered in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. The alternatives analysis provided in the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR considers alternatives would restrict development east of SR 267.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

Placer County
May 2003
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Response 48-12:

Response 48-13

Response 48-14

Response 48-15

Response 48-16

Water supply usage and water quality impacts of potential future golf
courses were considered in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -73).
The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project).

Comments received on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR are responded to
in this document. Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides
an extensive analysis of potential impacts to biological resources in the Plan
area and surrounding region, including consideration of wildlife movement.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) regarding lower density alternatives and land use
modifications that restrict development east of SR 267 considered in the
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.

The alternatives analysis provided in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
considers alternatives would restrict development east of SR 267. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Lettar 49
ER Coy
MDAt Wy
HECEIVED
Date:_/Z1ed. L2, 202
i Atiy—+5 Eﬂﬂ:;’i
Aftn.: Lori Lawrence PLANNING DEPARTME,

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 “B” Ave.

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Envirenmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

48.4
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley oa.
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LETTER 49:

Response 49-1:

Response 49-2:

Response 49-3:

Response 49-4:

Response 49-5:

Response 49-6:

Response 49-7:

ALAN SPINOLA, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Use for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) regarding the 20 percent
occupancy question.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Use for Development Conditions in the Plan
Area), and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is concerned with airport noise. The Truckee-Tahoe Airport is
subject to airport noise standards that are used throughout California. The
commentor is referred to pages 4.5-30 through 4.5-32 of Section 4.5 (Noise) of
the Draft EIR for a discussion of airport noise impacts and mitigation
measures 4.5.4a and b.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment),
4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR for a
discussion of affordable/employee housing, traffic and air quality impacts

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor mentions potential impacts on the hospital district as well as
traffic impacts. The Tahoe Forest Hospital was contacted to determine
potential impacts associated with implementation of the Martis Valley
Community Plan. The hospital is planning and constructing expansions to
the hospital that will meet existing and future demands, which includes the
population increase associated with the Plan area. The hospital does not
foresee any service issues associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan.
Regarding the traffic impacts, the commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysisy and Section 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period).
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Letter 50

Axn: Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Phnning Department
11414 “B"* Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

§/17/02

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Manis Valley Community Plan Updats, SCH
Mo: 2001072050, RE: Alernatives

Dhear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft environmental impact report. First, I have
three requests: 1) As the DEIR is a very complicated document, and it is very time intensive to review | 5041
environmental impacts and correlate them to appropriste Placer county polices, goals, and mitization
measures, I request an extension of the public comment pedod, 2) By my examination thus far, it is

evident that this DEIR. neither follows the letter of nor the inent of the Califomia Environmental s0-2
Chalisy Act, and [ therefore request that a revised DEIR that meers CEQA requirements be completed
mdmimulﬂdfgrpxhﬁcm&:’v, 3) mﬂf&wg]adngﬁlﬂtsﬁ]dmﬂﬂﬁk that there was virmually
no public input for this plan. There was no representtion for the environmental ity, the
affordable housing community, TRPA, the Lake Tahos Community, Nevada County, the Towm of

Truckee, diversification of the econamy proponents, and sistainable economic experts, All of these 503
citizens have a stake and a voice in the future of their community, and none were effectively represemed.
I therefore request that the present planning process be stopped and a new state of the art Smart .
Growth Citizens committes be formed that will do a true commmniry visioning process thae looles ar all
the mterest of this diverse commumnity.

*The Lepislature enacted the California Envimonmental Quality Acr in 1970 (GuCECA, p.1). "CEQA
appliumnﬂ“‘gawmnmlagmﬂ]suaﬂlwnh"in&lifumh' ing * local agencies’ ™ |, *
‘rezional agencies ™, and * ‘state agencies, boards, and commissions. **  Thar s phe Flay Cressy
Baerd of Sspereisors avd Plaver Coverty Plerméng [sotorce i dralics adibel by DME). Unlile MEPA, CEQA has 0.4
not been characterized as merelya ™ ‘procedural’ ™ statute, Rather, CEQA contains a * “substantive
mandare' ” that public agencies refrain from approving projects with significant environmental effecrs if
there arc feasible altematives or mitigation measures that can substantively lessen or avoid these effeces.
(GuCEQA, p.1-2)." The Martis Valley Community Plan neither seriously Iooked at financially viable
altermatives nor does it anempt to sobee any of the three major community probleme: die_ho-usir@”iubs
imbalanice created by exorbitant resort property values and real estate speculation, resort based wages
and part rime employment for much of the working communiry, and, securing and enhancing the
economic and sovironmental health of the Lake T , Martis Va.ﬂe;-'. Truckes, Donner Summic

SCOSYSIEML

“Tn the Dﬂﬂ!‘l}" 30 years since the enactment UH:EQA, the environmental m'i::wpro:ﬂs has alsa
become 2 means by which the public interacts with decision makers in developing policies affecting the
environment. Thus, the California Supn‘.*n&? Conprt has stated that the {IQ.& process * ‘protects not 50-5
anly the environment but also informed self government." * (Citizens of Gelera Valley v Board uf
Supervisors 1990... GnCEQA p. 3). [ maintain that a majority of the citizens of this community have
ot been listened to, and if fact, have been completely disenfranchised by the present developer driven

polirical process.
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Lets take a look at what the present virtually 100 percent second, third, or fourth home golf course
spr:nl plarmingpmccsscs in the town of Truckes and the Marts Valley Plan updal:e have hraug]:u: about
The Old Greenwood petition drive signed by thousands of Truckee citizens, the formation of Sierra
Watch by hundreds of interested local Placer County citizens, the Mounrain Area Preservation 50-8
Foundation’s members filing a planning based Liwsuit against Old Greenwood, and the formation of the
Tahoe Group of the Sierra Club (18,000 + citizens stmong in the Mother Lode Chapter), many Placer
County, Truckee, and Nevada County residents, all who have been attempting to petition their
government planners and let their desire for a "state of the art smart growth community plan” be know
and implemented. Golf course sprawl is not whar we have asked for, and it is not what a rural

community with over 100 years of history deserves.

It is well know thar Morthstar, Lahontan, East West Partners, and the development comminiry made
campaign contributions to Plcer County Supervisor Rex Bloomfield and Supervisars in other Placer
districts. The Placer Supervisors, in conjunction with their campaign contrbutors, then largely

determined the direction of the proposed plan without the average local citizen being involved. Please | 507
do a detailed smdy of campaign contrbutions made by landowners in the Martis Valleyarea and
campaign contributions made by businesses in the Lake Tahoe/ Truckee area and analyze how they will
benefit by the implementation of the proposed Martis Valley Plan. Compare and contrast this with a
Smar Growth Plan (derailed later in this letter),

This present plan is also a classic example of the fiscalization of lind use. It has been well documented
in the planning lirerature that since proposition 13 local government has had o fund ongoing operations

by tases generated from new development. Placer County reaps the tax rewards of multi-million dollar po-%
vacation homes and olf courses worth tens of millions, while aving to rerurn very linle of thar tax

reverme to the area that generates the money.

Please provide a detailed analysis of the present and funure fiscal health of Placer County. Please detail
the amount of tax reverue generated by the proposed plan, and then determine what revenue will stay in
the Truckee/Lake Tahoe area and thar that will go towards the general maintenance of Placer County:
Please do a detailed study of the need for local worker housing, Then, devise an alternate Smart Growth | 50-8
plan that houses at lease 90 percent phus of the workers of this area in fee simple full ownership housing,
“This housing should have deed restrictions limiting appreciation and future sale prices must be ded to
the income of the people of this resont iry. This type of community housing allows for
itrvestments thar appreciate and provide tax its. Tax benefits make housing more affordable,
appreciation helps with retirement and/or college education costs, and pride of ownership makes
COFfTInITes SEROnEEr,

The main characterstics of a Stmn Growth Alremnative Plan wall follow, but we must first realistically

determine with the best accuracy possible a sustainable carrying capacity for the Lake Tahoe, Martis
Valley, Truckee, to Donner Summit ecosystem. We can start with this DEIR and work with available
planning policies that would reduce the nineteen significant and unavoidable impacts listed (Executive
Summary Tahle 2.0-1 p. 20-4) to less than significant. Some, in the context of change from standard

3Pr;m{ development, could even be c.ham;ed 1o beneficial. For instance, a Smart Growth Alternative 10
Plan would reduce to the maximum amount possible these significant and unavoidable impacts of the
prop osed plan: Loss of Forest and Timberland {4.1.3 p 205416 p. 2.0—?}, Potential to Exceed
Srandard Levels of Service (4.4.1 p. 2.0-15), Cumulative Irnpacts to Area Intersections and Roadways,
and Regional Highway Facilities (4.47 p. 2.0-20, 4.4.8 p. 2.0-22), Transportation Noise Impacts (+.52 p.
2.0-26), Regional Ozone Precursor and PM 10 Emissions, asthima and heart atrack induring air
pollutants (4.6.3 p. 2.0-32, 4.6.4 p.2.0-32), Loss of Special Starus Species and their Habitar (4.9.12 p. 2.0-
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1)

2
3

4

5)

75), Alteration of Public and Private Views(4.12.2 p. 2.0-107), Increase in Nightime Lighting (4.124 p.
2.0-109), and Cumulative Visual Impacts (4.12.5 p. 2.0-112),

Manyof these significant and unavoidable impacts in the proposed plan are what the majority of this
commusnity object to. The majority moved here to live in harmony with a wild and beautiful high alpine

desen ecosystem.
inta an urban community with all the problems of traffic, air pollubon, water pollution, and no wildlife
becaise of irreversible loss of habita A Smarnt Growth Plan would allow a rural communiny to stay a

rural community and have continued growth and cconomic development.
The Smart Growth Plan this Commumity needs would have these main characterisries:

The proposed plans significant and unavoidable impacts tum this niral community

The number one human need for this resort community is fee simple full ownership housing for
90% or more of the workers of the community. When the workers of a commumity can no
longer live in their community there is no chance for sustainable economic deve

Transporting workers long distances by car or bus is a resource intensive activity that pollutes
our ait and water, increases the rates of obesity and associated health problems [Centers for
Disease Control study), steals quality time from familics, cawses increased incidents of road rage
due 1o stress, fragments habitat cntical to indigenous plant and waldlife species, and
disenfranchises a whole segment of our society based on income,

"This is not a no growth plan. The study will determine the final amount of homes needed fora
sustainahle economy. A fair first estimate would probably be 2,000 +/- 50 percent.

This present economy is too dependent on tourism. Rodger Lessman (East West Panners) was
qt-omdﬂ :mlgﬂmt Eﬁ%nfuurncnmmyisd:pnn:hmmtﬂm We netdapfsnl:hat
diversifies our economy. Mo economy should be totlly dependant on a segment of business
that is as unstable as tourism, Tourlsm &5 dependant on the weather, on people having large
amounts of disposable income, on cheap fossil fuels, and is very vulnerable 1o consumer
sentiment and the war on terrorism. ' We presently can have a quality of life in this community
that could attract business that is not as susceptible to fast swings in the weather and national
economy as tourism is. W should have a plan that helps to diversify our economy.

Cur present economy and communicy are built on 2 high alpine desest environment.

alpine desert communities are especially sensitive environmentally. Plant and wildlife
communities must survive with birtle water, a very short summer season, and high winds, snew,
and extreme cold in the winter. This econommy and environment are intsically selived and if the
environment suffers, the economy will surely suffer. It is well documented in the EIR, that
habitat fragmentation (impact 4.9.12 2.0 exscutive summary p. 2.0-75) caused by golf course
sprawl development is severely detrimental v special status species. A Smart Growth
Community plan would protect to the best extent possible all plant and animal species that live
in this fragile high alpine deser enwi nt. The communities Smart Growth plan would
chuster development in such a manner that wildlife habitat is linked and maximized, and
infrastructure, impervious surfaces, and cost of development is minimized. "To sustain and buld
the economic health of this community we must maintain and enhance the envirenmental heslth
of this comumunity.

To bring about this plan we will need money. In additien to the present developer funded 1%
affordable housing fee, T would suggest a combination of the following, The tax revenue
generated in this area must stay in this area. Please study the amount of tax reverue that flows
to the Placer generl fund, and then move those funds to an affardable housing fund. In
addition, we could use a transfer tax on homes and commercial properties thar sell for over 1
million dellars. A suggested starting point weuld be 1%, which ranslares 1o an inerease in the

50-10
Cont'd

50-11

50-12

affordable housing fund of 10,000 for each million dollars of tansferred property. This needs to
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be a jointly planned process between the Town of Truckee, Placer County, Lake Tahoe, and
Mevada County. At build our, these tax measures can revert back to standard Placer Counry

ies,

&) %cmneywuld be used to set up a market based Transfer of Development Credit program
for local clustered worker bousing to be transferred to our urban core, the Town of Truckes,
The final number will be based upon the needs study which would be completed by Placer
County. In addition, one area in the Martis Valley, easily accessible to Northstar, would also
receive credits for chutered housing, This same area will also receive credits for hoory vacation
housing. A rew compact and economically inclusive community can be formed in the least
sensitive area of the Mares Valley that also allows for casy public transportation to Northstar,
Lake Tahoe, the Town of Truckee, and Donner Summit.

7] Existing b.zn]:u'l::ls in the Martis Valley srould be marketed as large estares with elustering,
Maximum ity of one unit per 150 acres is suggested as a starting point. As an example, a 5012
E00-acre parce] would be allowed 4 estats homes to be clustered on 1 acre of the property. The Cant'd
economic value of the land would be further enhanced with the Transfer of Development Credic
program. Also, the remaining 599 acres of open space would also be eligible for conservation
sasemenes. The Flacer Legacy program could help with the funding of these easements,

8 No mor golf courses. Golf is an incompatible use in a high alpine desert environment. Golf
courses destroy habitar, use harmful pestucides, rodenticides, fungicides, and fenilirers thar are
harmful to this fragile ecosystem. Golf courses produee unnatural foad supplies for some
herbivores such as deer, The population then explodes past the sustainable level and can cause
conflicts with traffic. Deer migrate to lower elevations during the winters and if that ecosystem
does not have artificial sousces of food, the population will nnnecessarysuffer form starvation
and disease, Predators, such as the mountain lion, are becoming more and more commen, and |
their levels of population could become buger than what is normally sustainable and conflicts |
eonild arize between hurmans and mountain lions. Golf course damage in a high alpine desert
is 50 pervasive and far maching that it cannot be mirigared.

The California Environmental Quality Act is about citizen involvement in local planning, environmental
protection, and social justice. The proy Martis Valley Community Plan Update neither lives up to
the spirir of CEQA or the lemer of the liw. There were never any “real” altemnatives that were
researched, djs::usmd,gndpresamdmdmcummuﬂyhahh‘mdeq!ﬁmbbmnnﬂh?Phuerumy
Planning. This, no doubc , was because of the original instructions of the Board of Supervisors to Placer |

" County Planning and the Citizens Committee which was basically, let the major hndowners devise aplan | %13
that fills the Counties” coffers with tux reveroe, Well, we the people elect the Board of Supervisors. We
the people have hired Placer County planning to Esten to our needs and our desires for our community.
Placer County planning should be here running an inchusive visioning process instead of telling the
people what the Board of Supervisors told them to do.

Orgow_rmmnis us. We must make our vaices loud and clear, and continue to petition our
government until that government provides a just and fair economy and commumity.

Sincerely,

David M. Kean
Conservation Coordinator, Tahoe Group of the Sierra Club

davidmkean@yahoo com
MNote: GrCEQA is the Guids to the California Environmental Quality Act, 1999, Tenth Edition
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LETTER 50:

Response 50-1:
Response 50-2:
Response 50-3:

Response 50-4:

Response 50-5:

Response 50-6:

Response 50-7:

Response 50-8:

Response 50-9:

Response 50-10:

Response 50-11:

Response 50-12:

Response 50-13:

DAvID M. KEAN, TAHOE GROUP OF THE SIERRA CLUB

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 216-1.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 216-1.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 216-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin),
3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft
EIR), and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forwvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 50-10.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 50-10.

The commentor states that the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan
Update doesn’t live up to the spirit of CEQA. The County considers the Draft
EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The commentor also states that
no real alternatives were researched, discussed or presented. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 50-10.
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